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Transliteration key 


‘Ammar ‘Ali’s letter 


Respected Mir sahib 


| have received your letter and read its contents. You have stated that you are 
not convinced about the Shi stance pertaining to the estate of Fadak being 
oppressively withheld from Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ “ais. The actual 
reason for your misgivings is that you have not come into contact with a 
proficient scholar as yet. If you were to have met me and heard the accurate 
explanation from me, you would have realised that the Ahl al-Sunnah are in 
grave error, holding on to the wrong view and deceiving people about the 


actual state of affairs. 


As for the three issues which you have referred to on behalf of ‘Abd al-Haqq, 
the summary of this is as follows: 


Firstly, the issue regarding the marriage of the Prophet’s #.<4i> daughters; 
this question is irrelevant because Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ ais was the 
only daughter of the Prophet 4<\, and she was wed to ‘Alt z454. As for the 
remaining two daughters whom the Ahl al-Sunnah ascribe to the Prophet 
scsi, they were actually the daughters of Khadijah’s cs previous 
husband. Their names are Ruqayyah and Umm Kulthim. Ibn Hajar, who is a 
muhaddith of the Ahl al-Sunnah, records in al-Isabah that one of these two 
were married to ‘Utbah, the son of Abi Lahab, and the other was married 
to Abi al-‘As ibn al-Rabi’, and both these men were disbelievers. They then 
married ‘Uthman. However, despite Islam gaining authority and dominance 
they remained in wedlock to disbelievers and the Prophet 2s. did not 
even bother to terminate their relationships with these disbelievers, so what 
if they were wed to Uthman thereafter? 


As for ‘Uthman, he was a believer and far better than those disbelievers 
whom they were initially attached to. However, ‘Uthman is responsible for 
such innovations after the demise of the Prophet 45. that ‘Aishah said 
the following regarding him: 


lall BI > I gii bed dil oad Med gL 


Kill this long-bearded one! Curse be upon the long-bearded one! Kill 
the one who has burnt the copies of the Qur’an. 


His innovations reached such proportions that it compelled the Sahabah to 
murder him. These reports are accurately recorded in the books of the Ahl 
al-Sunnah and if you require a reference for them, | will despatch it to you. 


Nevertheless, even if we were to assume that these two were the daughters 
of the Prophet 45.ij, then we would certainly have some reports 
highlighting their merit just as how the merit of Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ 
sais is recorded in the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah, as well as in the books 
of the Shi'ah. Consider the following in regard to Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ 


CLS elas Bee 
Queen of the women of the universe. 
Eh fal els Bt 
Queen of the women of Jannah. 
st te ibli 
Fatimah is a portion of me. 


If these two were indeed the daughters of the Prophet 2, there certainly 
would have been reports about their status and significance, but this is not 
the case. 


As for the second issue, you have stated that ‘Alt 2% fought many battles 
against ‘A’ishah, therefore if the three companions Abi Bakr, ‘Umar and 
‘Uthman usurped the Fadak Estate, why did ‘All 2: not wage jihad against 
them? This issue is also incorrect because ‘All x45 did not fight many battles 
with ‘A’ishah. He only fought one battle in which he was victorious and this 
is also recorded in the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah. As for usurping the Fadak 
Estate, this does not necessitate jihad since jihad is a holy war; not a war for 
wealth and worldly possessions. Therefore, the Ambiya’ and the Imams only 
wage jihad for the upliftment of din, not for worldly pursuits. 


Similarly, when did ‘All xá% ever have supporters with whom he could 
have waged jihad? Consequently, jihad is only mandatory when one has a 
reasonable group of supporters. This is why jihad was not ordained upon the 
Prophet <j in the Makkan period. When he migrated from Makkah on 
account of fear of the disbelievers and relocated to Madinah, he waged war 
with the help of the Ansar. However, as long as he remained in Makkah, he 
was overwhelmed even though he had a handful of supporters. ‘All zx was 
one of these faithful supporters but he was also helpless. Ultimately, they all 
left Makkah in fear. ‘All z4 faced similar circumstances during the reign of 
the three Khulafa’ and he was unable to wage jihad. However, when he had 
considerable support, he waged war against ‘A’ishah and against Mu ‘awiyah. 


As for the third issue, it relates to the marriage of ‘Als «ais daughters. 
The answer to this is that ‘All <i had two daughters from his marriage 
to Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ “<i. Zaynab, the elder of the two, who was 
married to ‘Abd Allah ibn Jafar al-Tayyar and the younger, Umm Kulthim, 
who was married to Muhammad ibn Ja‘far al-Tayyar. This is briefly the 
answer to your question, and had you requested more details on the issue, it 
would have been dispatched. 


As for the issue of Fadak, it demands a lengthy response but | would suffice 
with a summary of it. If you are fair and unbiased then this will suffice. 
Similarly, this response is in accordance with that which is recorded in the 
books of the Ahl al-Sunnah; anyone who doubts this is free to check this 
response against their original references and then determine whether they 
are guilty of oppression or not. 


Consequently, Jalal al-din al-Suydti (in a/-Durr al-Manthdr), ‘Alt Muttaqi (in 
Kanz al-‘Ummal), Abi Ya‘la Mawsill and the author of Madarij al-Nubuwwah 
and many other scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah state that when the following 
verse was revealed, the Prophet 45. asked Jibril xsi, who the “Dhii al- 
Qurba” refers to and what was their right: 


a> y AIS oly 


Upon which Jibril x£ said that the “Dhi al-Qurba” refers to Fatimah, and 
that Fadak was her right. Consequently, the Prophet 4<s.<:i\- assigned Fadak 
to Fatimah. The reports which these scholars record establishes that the 
Prophet isf- gave Fadak to Fatimah and that it belonged solely to her. 


When the Prophet isaf- left this world and Abu Bakr succeeded him, he 
took Fadak away forcefully and deprived her of any rights to it. Is this not 
usurpation? Consider the following, Tarikh al-"Abbas, which is a credible 
Sunn reference states that when the progeny of Hasan and Husayn claimed 
the Fadak estate from the Khalifah Ma’min al-Rashid, he gathered two 
hundred scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah and instructed them to explain the 
true nature of affairs regarding Fadak. These scholars transmitted on the 
authority of Wāqidī and Bashir ibn Walid that the afore-mentioned verse 
was revealed after the Conquest of Khaybar, and the Prophet isf- asked 
Jibril xi who was referred to by the term “Dhd al-Qurba” and what were 
their rights. Jibril Xi- informed him that Fatimah was his closest relative 
and Fadak was her sole right. The Prophet <i then gave Fadak to her, 
which Abd Bakr snatched away when he became the khalifah. When Fatimah 


ás disputed this matter and claimed what was rightfully her inheritance, 
Abi Bakr apologized and intended to write a document restoring her rights 
upon it. Upon this, ‘Umar said that Fatimah is should be asked to present 
witnesses who could testify that the Prophet sj had given Fadak to 
her. Fatimah sás then presented ‘Alt ais, Umm Ayman gáis, who was 
a righteous woman, as well as Hasan “45, and Husayn “ii as witnesses 
and they testified in her favour. Abi Bakr then wrote out the document and 
restored it to her but ‘Umar snatched the document and tore it to pieces. He 
objected that since ‘All xá was Fatimah’s ai husband, his testimony in 
her favour was not valid. Abi Bakr agreed with this view. 


This incident of Fatimah ix; asking for Fadak and presenting ‘All zás, 
Umm Ayman áis and her two sons as witnesses, and Abi Bakr’s ultimate 
rejection is recorded in many books of the Ahl al-Sunnah, such as Sawd'‘iq 
al-Muhriqah, Fas! al-Khitab, Mu jam al-Buldan, Riyadd al-Nadirah, Kanz al- 
‘Umma, the Tarikh of al-Hakim, Jam‘ al-Jawami,, Sharh Mawaqif, Nihayah 
al-‘Uqil and many other books. 


Therefore, Abū Bakr considered Fatimah is and her witnesses as liars. 
However, when others made claims, he accepted their word without asking 
them to present witnesses and handed over what they were claiming. 


Consequently, Sahth al-Bukhari reports that Jabir went to Abū Bakr and 
told him that the Prophet 4. had promised him a considerable sum of 
money from the revenue of Bahrain but he departed from this world before 
it came. Jabir said that since the revenue of Bahrain had arrived in the era 
of Abi Bakr, he now asks him to honour the promise of the Prophet istá. 
Jabir relates that Abū Bakr gave him three handfuls of wealth without asking 
him to produce any witness to the words of the Prophet Acie, 


Fath al-Bari, which is a commentary of Sahih al-Bukhari, records the reason 
for Abi Bakr giving the wealth without asking for any testimony. It states 
that Abi Bakr felt that it was impossible for a Sahabi such as Jabir to make 
a false claim against the Prophet 4. If Jabir was a doubtful character, 
then who could ever be considered truthful thereafter? Therefore, Abii Bakr 
did not ask him to produce any witness. 


| say, how absurd is the religiosity of the Ahl al-Sunnah! They have no regard 
for Fatimah ais, who is the apple of the Prophet’s ics.<iii> eye, yet they 
have such high regard for a lowly companion like Jabir. They consider Jabir 
credible and refrain from branding him a liar whilst Fatimah ais is not 


and she is compelled to present witnesses who are then dishonoured and 
discredited. They say that ‘All «<i; is the husband and his testimony may 
have a motive. Therefore, they consider ‘All zá% to be a liar whereas he too 
is a Sahabi, but unfortunately, he is less than Jabir. As for Hasan #4% and 
Husayn zás, they are her sons and their testimony may also have a motive. 
This leaves Umm Ayman all alone and the testimony of a single woman falls 
short of the minimum requirement. 


Now you decide whether this is injustice and oppression or not? If this is 
not usurpation, then what is? Similarly, is this classified as hatred for the Ahl 
al-Bayt or love? Is this what the rights of the Prophet istá- demand? The 
truth of the matter is that the Ahl al-Sunnah have such enmity for the Ahl al- 
Bayt that it makes them overlook the rights of the Prophet 45ci. 


You have stated that you were not convinced about the Shřah stance of 
Fadak being oppressively withheld from Fatimah Gai. Now, I ask you to 
record the response of the Ahl al-Sunnah in the light of what | have written. 
Ask them why Jabir was considered truthful and Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ 
zai was not credible despite her presenting witnesses. Similarly, when she 
realised that Abū Bakr had considered her claim false and she asked for it 
to be given to her as inheritance instead then Abu Bakr fabricated a hadith 
which is in conflict with the Noble Qur’an itself. He said that he heard the 
Prophet is- saying that the material possessions of the Ambiya’ should 
be disposed of as charity and none of it would be for their heirs. In addition 
to this narration contradicting the Qur’adn, the Prophet of Allah neither 
informed his daughter or any of his wives that his wealth would be disposed 
of in charity and they would have nothing of it, so they should not lay claims 
to it. How could the Messenger of Allah conceal this divine injunction from 
those concerned and reveal it to a stranger who has no one else to verify this 
report. 


Despite all of this, Fatimah ¢is% once again came to Abu Bakr whilst he was 
on the pulpit and said to him: “How strange is it that your daughter will 
have a share of your inheritance but | have no share of my fathers’ wealth?” 
Upon this, Abū Bakr descended from the pulpit and wrote the document 
restoring her ownership. However, ‘Umar came along and enquired about 
the document once again. He tore the document and disputed Abi Bakr’s 
decision. He said that they were preoccupied with wars against the Arabs 
and this was no time for such an issue. Sibt ibn al-Jawzī records this narration 
in his Sirah. 


Wāqidī, who is a muhaddith of the Ahl al-Sunnah, as well as Burhan al-Din 
al-Halbi state in their reports that Fatimah ás came to Abū Bakr and laid 
a claim to Fadak saying that her father had given it to her. Abū Bakr wrote a 
document handing Fadak over to her. As she was on her way back, she came 
upon ‘Umar and he enquired about the document she had with her. ‘Umar 
then snatched the document and tore it to pieces. 


If someone were to say that Abi Bakr is surely not at fault since he had 
written the document then we would say that being the khalifah, he was 
not subjected to ‘Umar in any way and he should have opposed him and 
reprimanded him. However, he agreed with ‘Umar and never took any 
decision without consulting ‘Umar first. 


Similarly, if ‘All 2% and the rest of the Sahabah believed the fabricated 
narration of Abu Bakr regarding the inheritance of the Ambiya’ then why did 
‘All áis and ‘Abbas #4 raise this issue once again with ‘Umar during his reign 
as the khalifah? On that occasion, ‘Umar told them that they considered Abi 
Bakr to be a liar, a cheat, a deceiver and a transgressor and they harboured 
the very same thoughts about him, but he would do nothing more than what 
Abi Bakr had done about the matter. This narration is recorded in Sahih al- 
Muslim. 


The Musnad of Ahmad records that this matter was raised once again with 
‘Uthman during his reign. Therefore, if Abū Bakr was truthful, they would 
never have claimed Fadak from him. This establishes that Abū Bakr forged 
the narration and he usurped Fadak from Fatimah is due to his hatred 
for the Ahl al-Bayt. Similarly, ‘Umar highlighted to ‘Alt zás and Abbas zás 
that they considered Abi Bakr to be a fraud and a liar and they have the 
same sentiments for him. So, when ‘Alf “zis considers them to be liars and 
cheats, then we will do the same. This is the true narrative regarding the 
Fadak Estate. 


Sahth al-Bukhari adds that when Abū Bakr refused to hand over Fadak 
then Fatimah is became angry and refused to speak to him ever again. 
Similarly, Sahih al-Muslim records that when she was leaving this world, 
Fatimah sás made a bequest that Abū Bakr and ‘Umar should not attend 
her funeral ceremony. 


Response to the letter 


The above is a word-for-word reproduction of ‘Ammar ‘Ali's letter. Now be prepared 
to deliberate on our response so that the reality of his letter may be exposed and 
the prudence and insight of ShTT scholars may be uncovered. Whilst it seems to 
contain lengthy allegations and criticism, it is void of substance. It contains three 
or four objections which are essentially invalid. If you do not believe this, then let 
us assess them. 


Firstly, ‘Ammar ‘Alī says that Fatimah @aéi was the only daughter of the Prophet 
izaki, As for the two daughters, whom the Ahl al-Sunnah ascribe to the Prophet 
akii, they are not his biological daughters. Instead, they were the daughters of 
Khadijah ais from her previous husband. 


It is rather pleasing that ‘Ammar ‘Alt attributes them to Khadijah eas. We are 
grateful for this degree of injustice too, because just as he has disassociated them 
from the Prophet ázat, some of these enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt actually sever 
their link from Khadijah gaa as well. 


Nevertheless, ‘Ammar ‘Alt has stooped to the lowest levels of shamelessness by 
asserting that Fatimah wedi was the only daughter of the Prophet scssicaiiie, His 
opposition to the Ahl al-Sunnah has resulted in the loss of his Iman, let alone 
the injustice committed against the sacred household of the Prophet izate. In 
adopting this stance, he disregards the Noble Qur’an and his own authentic books 
as well. 


Four Daughters of the Prophet ssi 


The Qur’an attests to the Prophet 4.2 having multiple daughters 


Those who have any sense of justice should consider my words and feel free to object 
if they find any cause for concern. Consequently, the Noble Qur’an establishes that 
the Prophet i<scsiik> had many daughters, but if the Shrah are unaware by this 
because of their inability to retain the Qur’4n to memory then we would cite the 


verse for their convenience: 


dye Sele GoM Gee lass wés m P ię 


O Prophet, tell your wives and your daughters and the women of the believers to bring 


down over themselves [part] of their outer garments. 


Now it is not too difficult for ‘Ammar ‘All to understand that the word Banat 
(daughters) appears in plural form. A plural noun signifies at least three characters, 
but even if the Arabs at times may refer to dual with a plural noun, it will still imply 
that the Prophet A<ssié2ij,> had more than one biological daughter. Therefore, the 
claim that Fatimah eis was the only biological daughter still remains incorrect 
and it is in conflict with the Qur’an. It is regrettable that ‘Ammar ‘Alt was not 
deterred by the thought that his deception may be exposed to others and as a 
result felt no shame in doing so. 


Nevertheless, ‘Ammar ‘Alt has no choice aside from accepting that the Prophet 
inaki had many daughters and they are Ruqayyah Geass, Umm Kulthiim Geass 
and Zaynab áis, since no other female has claimed to be the daughter of the 
Prophet ázat. If he fails to acknowledge this, then the following verse of the 
Qur’an will apply to him: 


$ 
e 2 


OSI YI GEL a Gg 


And none reject Our verses except the disbelievers.? 


1 Sūrah al-Ahzab: 59. 
2 Sūrah al-‘Ankabit: 47. 
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If he is still adamant and chooses to remain a disbeliever by claiming that Fatimah 
gaa was the only biological daughter, then we have no alternative other than 
referring to authentic Shri texts to support our claim. Surely he could not refute 
his own sources, but if he does, then this would only add to our delight. 


The number of the Prophet’s 4.j daughters in light of Shii references 


Perhaps a few quotations from Shri references would settle this matter. Nahj al- 
Balaghah enjoys the status of a divine scripture according to the understanding of 
the Shrah and its contents are no less than the Qur’an in authenticity. The Ithna 
‘Ashariyyah maintain that its transmission is classified as Mutawatir’. ‘Allamah al- 
Radi—the author—records the following statement of ‘Alt «ais regarding ‘Uthman 


cet ge WG pd le lee Dg anke aU chee o gre oye Sab 5 
You have secured a link through marriage to him [the Prophet Asi] which 


they have not. 


‘Alt zs basically highlights one of the merits of Uthmān zás over Abū Bakr 
zaks and ‘Umar «dis in that he was blessed to be the son-in-law of the Prophet 
Acssietil twice over. 

Abū Jafar al-Tasi—Shaykh al-Ta’ifah—records the following from Imam Jafar al- 
Sadiq ás in al-Tahdhib, which is one of the four authentic ‘hadith’ texts of the 
Shrah and which is on par with the al-Kaft of al-Kulayni. 


al le deo agli Hy dS le bro aglll ales d 5% ols 
Imam Ja far al-Sadiq ás used to say the following in his supplications: 
O Allah! Shower your favours upon Rugayyah, the daughter of your Messenger. 


O Allah! Shower your favours upon Umm Kulthūm, the daughter of your 


Messenger. 


However, if even this is not satisfactory for ‘Ammar ‘Alī and he asserts that they 


were referred to as the Prophets sa% daughters on the basis of common 


1 Mutawatir: A hadith reported by such a large number of people that it is inconceivable for them 
to have all agreed upon a lie. 
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terminology (just as Lat sk referred to the believing women among his followers 
as his daughters), then we will be even more determined to make him surrender. 
Consequently, the following narration appears in the al-Kafi of al-Kulaynt: 


© oS oly rj 9 AB g lal MSI ale ates LS Kee al Wd de 
dobls 5 albig bell Ea! te at os 


The Prophet «sii was over twenty at the time of his marriage to Khadijah 
gas. This marriage bore him four children prior to receiving Nubuwwah, 
namely Qasim zs, Ruqayyah ás, Zaynab eats and Umm Kulthiim 2zais;. As 
for those who were born after he received Nubuwwah, they were Tahir ats, 


Tayyab «ais and Fatimah gáis. 


There is no possibility of any alternate interpretation to this narration. Neither 
could it be said that these were referred to as the Prophet’s ása% daughters on 
the basis of common terminology. This narration also establishes that the Prophet 
Jafe had three other daughters besides Fatimah as, which is the stance of 
the Ahl al-Sunnah. They are Zaynab dis, Ruqayyah Geass, and Umm Kulthim 


Strangely though, ‘Ammar ‘All’s extreme caution even prevented him from saying 
that the Ahl al-Sunnah believe that the Prophet ísak- had three daughters 
besides Fatimah ails, Perhaps he felt that it is best to subdue the opponents view 
as best as one can. 


And what to say about his in-depth and all-encompassing information! Subhan 
Allah! He skilfully lists dozens of texts and references of the Ahl al-Sunnah as if 
he has perused each one of them, when he is ignorant about the basic beliefs of 
the Ahl al-Sunnah which is known to every Sunni; what chance is there of him 
ever perusing these texts? He probably heard the names of these references as a 
student and then lists them as if he is intimately acquainted with them. In fact, he 
may have not seen some of the references cited regarding the Estate of Fadak in 
his dreams as well; references such as Jam‘ al-Jawāmi‘ and the Musnad Imam Ahmad 
ibn Hanbal (as they were not available in print at that time). When this is the reality 
of his ‘association’ with these references, there is no need to respond to what he 
ascribes to them. 
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No significance recorded about the other daughters 


However, it is necessary for us to acknowledge the simple-mindedness of ‘Ammar 
‘Alt. In order to establish that Fatimah zai was the only biological daughter of the 


Prophet isaks he states: 


Nevertheless, even if we were to assume that these two were the daughters 
of the Prophet isf, then we would certainly have some reports 
highlighting their merit just as how the merit of Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra’ 
geass is recorded in the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah, as well as in the books of 
the Shi‘ah. 


Is this adequate proof and can this really be considered a justification for their claim? 
If ‘Ammar ‘Ali was not acquainted with the laws of justification and substantiation, 
he ought to have asked somebody at least. After all, everything that is written in 
his letter is but the opinion and views of others which he copied without taking 
any pain to verify. 


Nevertheless, from the point of logic and reason this much is established that not 
mentioning something does not necessarily imply its non-existence but perhaps 
you would object to this, since you only accept proof and evidence that is based on 
narration and your extreme piety simply cannot tolerate any mention of subjects 
such as logic. So here is a portion of a verse which appears towards the end of Strah 
al-Nisa’: 


ad Go z SBS yp - Z a F 
ar o2 o AR 29s ded of 7 0 #) 0 Aw Sy 292 
Hile paai ad Waa fo e Chile agaa 13 N 
And [We sent] Messengers about whom We have related [their stories] to you before 


and Messengers about whom We have not related to you.! 


Therefore, if failing to mention them necessitates their non-existence then this 
would result in negating the rest of the Ambiya’ who have not been mentioned in 


the Qur’an, Allah forbid! 


Similarly, is it necessary that all the offspring of a saint attain the same rank and 
position (or do they have different potentials)? If ‘Ammar ‘Ali asserts that they 
should all be equal than he should think carefully before taking such a view as this 


1 Surah al-Nisa’: 164. 
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sA A 


would demand that Imam Muhammad al-Bāqir 4s and his brother Zayd šis — 
the martyr—also have the same rank. Perhaps he alleges that the Ahl al-Sunnah 
consider Fatimah ás and Umm Kulthūm ás to be on the same rank; never 


and again I say never: the rank of Fatimah sails is uniquely enjoyed by her alone. 


That is the bounty of Allah; He grants his grace to whomsoever He wishes. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali’s proficiency in History 


As for his statements that between Umm Kulthūm diss and Ruqayyah eas, one 
of them happened to be married to Abi al-‘As ibn al-Rabi ai, this is glaring 
testimony of the marvellous retention capacity of ‘Ammar ‘All. My dear sir, it was 
Zaynab si who was married to Abi al-‘As ibn al-RabT £«éi. The other two 
daughters were initially wed to the two sons of Abū Lahab. Why do you tarnish the 
name of Ibn Hajar when you are guilty of committing the error? You commit the 


crime and someone else is the villain? 


As for his statement that in spite of the dominance of Islam they still remained 
in marriage to disbelievers, this is a true height of audacity. Subhan Allah! If they 
were not the biological daughters of the Prophet #<siij\> they certainly were the 
biological daughters of Khadijah Geass. We believe that the Shrah too have that 
much regard for Khadijah edi that they would consider her daughters to be 
Muslims. 


Whether anyone understands this or not, the fact remains that ‘Ammar ‘Alt himself 
considers them to be Muslims. If he really considered them to be disbelievers, then 
what was the need for the remark: 


However, despite Islam gaining authority and dominance they remained in 
wedlock to disbelievers and the Prophet ása% did not even bother to terminate 
their relationships with these disbelievers, so what if they were wed to ‘Uthman 
thereafter? As for ‘Uthman, he was a believer and far better than those disbelievers 
whom they were initially attached to. 


In addition to this, could any Muslim ever entertain the thought that let alone 
his own daughters, would the Prophet sai ever allow even the least virtuous 
of the believing women to remain in marriage to a disbeliever when Islam was 


dominant? 


14 


The order of the Qur’an to extricate Muslim women from the control of 
disbelievers 


ALa A 


Forget the obligation of the Prophet ssXiij< in this regard, Allah St; obligates 
every ordinary Muslim to release Muslim women from the clutches of the 
disbelievers. Read the following verse if you are not convinced about this: 


i 


fear all ln wala jc 2 Eg S godi i 

eels 2 g TAa A 
And what is [the matter] with you that you fight not in the cause of Allah and [for] the 
oppressed among men, women, and children who say, “Our Lord, take us out of this 


city of oppressive people and appoint for us from Yourself a protector and appoint for 


us from Yourself a helper?” 


Even the Shrah are aware that these verses were revealed prior to the Conquest 
of Makkah, when Islam was not yet a force to be reckoned with, so there is no 
question of the Prophet sj not having the free will to do as he wished with 
the Arabs. So, if ‘Ammar ‘Ali is implying that the daughters of the Prophet isats- 
were in Makkah till the moment of the revelation of these verses, then not only is 
this in conflict with the true facts, it is also a subtle but direct objection against the 
Prophet isak. However, if they say that the Prophet izak came to Madinah 
long before the revelation of this verse, then we would ask what authority did the 
Prophet <csaiesijk> actually have that he preferred them remaining in wedlock to 
disbelievers. 


However, if we are asked to state the facts then we would inform them that these 
two daughters were married to ‘Utbah and ‘Utaybah, the sons of Abū Lahab, prior 
to the Nubuwwah of the Prophet isagi. After the Prophet isai announced 
his Nubuwwah, and Abū Lahab became his avowed enemy, Abū Lahab instructed 
his sons to divorce the Prophet’s isst daughters. Thereafter one of them was 
married to ‘Uthman ása% and both daughters arrived in Madinah Munawwarah 
in the very first year of the hijrah (emigration). At the time of the Battle of Badr, 


1 Surah al-Nisa’: 75. 
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which took place in the second year after hijrah, one of these daughters who was 
already married to ‘Uthman is;, fell seriously ill. It was on account of her critical 
illness that ‘Uthman á was instructed to remain behind in Madinah; but it 
seems that accurately reporting history has terminated on ‘Ammar ‘Alī such that 
he has resorted to distorting the facts as he desires. 
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17 
The merits of ‘Uthman, Dhi al-Nurayn «as 


As for the remaining allegations against ‘Uthman dil, by which ‘Ammar ‘Alt has 
invited destruction and doom upon himself, we disassociate ourselves from it 
completely. In our view, ‘Alt 2zéiis and ‘Uthman ails are dear and equal to us like 
our two eyes but ‘Ammar ‘Ali knows far better and he is in a divine position to pass 
judgement against him. 


As for alleging that he introduced innovations, we would have responded to it had 
we not previously established the lofty status of the three Khulafa especially, and 
the rest of the Sahabah in general, when deliberating on the following verse and 
verses subsequent to it: 


om + 0 FOF oS a a bows Ae jhe) PEAR: s? CP 7 
DPN ES Gad Cobalt 5 pe eal GU aU aes 
4s ba SU sea ites 

Allah has promised those who have believed among you and done righteous deeds that 


He will surely grant them succession [to authority] upon the earth just as He granted 
it to those before them. 


Therefore, there is no point in responding to these hollow criticisms. 


As for attributing the following narration to ‘A’ishah geass these are but fabrications 
of Ibn Qutaybah and A‘tham al-Kift al-Simsatt: 


cisla GL > pla] RS aU od e Ai I Ll 


Kill this long-bearded one! Curse be upon the long-bearded one! Kill the one 
who has burnt the copies of the Qur’an. 


The above individuals were extremist Shrah and wretched liars, notorious for their 
fabrications. Attributing their words to ‘A’ishah @zails is like the proverb: 


You pass wind and then blame someone else. 


‘Ammar ‘Alī has no shame, stating that such fabricated reports are quoted from 
authentic works of the Ahl al-Sunnah is another blatant lie. 


18 


‘Ammar ‘Ali’s proficiency in Arabic 


You are already aware of the true state of affairs regarding the person who claims 
to have sound knowledge and proficiency over voluminous Arabic resources of 
the Ahl al-Sunnah but if you require additional clarification then consider that 
the verb Ugtuli is a verb in plural format, but he has translated it as a singular 
verb. However, we may overlook this as an innocent mistake which could happen 
to anyone. However, what should we say then about translating the phrase La‘an 
Allah as “curse be upon”. Surely there is a distinction between the past tense and 
an injunction. One really wonders what standards such translations conform to. If 
a student who is studying primary texts such as Mizan is given the meaning of the 
root word, he would accurately translate the verbs Ugtuli and La‘an, but ‘Ammar 
‘Alt, who has become the supreme leader of the Shiah Imamiyyah, on account of 
this highly academic treatise cannot decipher between the injunction and the past 
tense, between singular and plural. We would have to accept that ‘Ammar ‘All is 
not even aware of the rudiments of Arabic grammar and that his lengthy garb and 
burdensome turban is but a deception. Whatever knowledge he claims to have 
must have been heard and received from others, yet he portrays himself to the 
innocent masses as a highly proficient scholar. Perhaps he has gained some basic 
knowledge but on account of the verse of the Qur’an: 


Soll 653 Gag Y als 
And Allah does not guide the wrong-doers.' 


He was unable to translate it accurately; as he is guilty of harbouring evil opinions 
about the chosen servants of Allah, the honourable Sahabah #=iis;, 


Despite such pathetic academic ability, he is willing to debate the stance of the Ahl 
al-Sunnah, whose path conforms completely with the path of the Prophet scsaieaiie 
and he freely quotes references with sophisticated titles which can only be truly 
appreciated by a qualified scholar. Anyone who considers these flaws would realise 
that if we ruled out deceit as an objective, we would have to accept that ‘Ammar 
‘Al’s treatise is subject to many defects and misconceptions. 


1 Surah al-Baqarah: 258. 
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On the other hand, if these reports were to have been authentically reported in 
the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah, then we would have been able to respond to it 
adequately. Yes, these reports are certainly recorded in the books of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah but they are not recorded without their status being clarified as fabrications 
and baseless reports of the Shrah. Whilst this was the actual motive for recording 
them, ‘Ammar ‘Ali found it convenient to use it for his purposes. If this is how 
texts are supposed to be distorted, very soon he would probably change the law of 
discharging alms from the Qur’an by misconstruing the following verse: 


a 2 1 3 a Z 
o Zon 7 of 6 4 eaa La lo ros GLE oF a 
oe) (Sat ga alas ps all AUT Le, OLAS GU SAG 
And let not those who [greedily] withhold what Allah has given them of His bounty 
ever think that it is better for them.’ 


Because It is better for them appears at the end [so he might construe that failing 
to discharge the Zakah is the best course of action even though impermissible- 
translator. 


He also might consider Fir‘awn to be the Rabb, Most-High, since the following 
appears in the Qur’an regarding him: 


1 27° % 3 Pe ge 
HEN 3505 
He (Fir'awn) said, “I am your Rabb, Most High.” 


Similarly, his assertion that Al-Isti ab contains the report that the Sahabah ultimately 
killed ‘Uthman «i as they could no longer tolerate the manner in which he had 
disfigured the din, is slander and distortion of the facts. Everyone is aware that the 
Ahl al-Sunnah have no objections against ‘Uthmān žá% and they acknowledge 
his lofty position whole-heartedly. Similarly, the Ahl al-Sunnah consider those 
associated with bid‘ah to be deviated and they oppose them uncompromisingly. 
Why should they not oppose those engaged in bid‘ah when bid‘ah by its very nature 
calls for the destruction of the Sunnah? Therefore, if there were any authentic 
texts ascribing bid‘ah to ‘Uthman zéiis5, the Ahl al-Sunnah, by virtue of what this 
title implies, would have been first to disassociate themselves from ‘Uthman «ais, 


Allah forbid! 


1 Strah Al ‘Imran: 180. 
2 Surah al-Nazi‘at: 24. 
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The allegation of bid‘ah against ‘Uthman <a has been masterminded by ‘Ammar 
‘Ali and his peers, and they have trespassed all limits in their allegations against 


him. 


If any sensible person were to analyse these allegations they would conclude that 
‘Ammar ‘All is certainly an agent of Dajjal, if not a Dajjal himself. We have never 
seen such deceivers nor heard of them before. If he were to have only concealed 
the narrations contained in Shi7 references, which prove that Rugayyah gais and 
her sisters ais were indeed the daughters of the Prophet isat, then he could 
have gotten away with it. Since the possibility of a Sunni being acquainted with the 
contents of ShTT sources is slim but what can be said about his utter shamelessness; 
he forges narrations and ascribes them to authentic Sunni texts (and then expects 
that the Ahl al-Sunnah would not be aware of these lies). 


The support for ‘Uthman «<a from the Ahl al-Bayt and the Sahabah 


It would be foolish to expect decency from those who have no vestige of haya 
(modesty). It is therefore necessary to establish from authentic sources of the Ahl 
al-Sunnah and Shrah the support given to ‘Uthman i; by the Ahl al-Bayt and 
the Sahabah in general, and their willingness to defend him at all costs, so that 
simple-minded Muslims may not be swayed by the deception of ‘Ammar ‘Alt. These 


facts may possibly serve as an eye-opener for ‘Ammar ‘All as well. 


The claims he has made are so absurd and biased that the learned and the illiterate 
alike can see its falsity. In essence, the confrontation that occurred between Talhah 
zais, Zubayr zás, Aishah ais, Mu'awiyah z5, ‘Amr ibn al-‘As áis and ‘Ali 
xzéih was only on account of seeking retribution for the assassination of ‘Uthman 
zais, Since the killers of Uthmān zás were hiding in the camp of ‘Alt «ails. It was 
difficult for him to deal with them immediately on account of their large numbers 
and their rebellious nature. These people felt that if they had successfully brought 
about the end of the reign of one khalitfah, what could stop them from doing it 
again. As for Talhah zás and Zubayr zás, they felt that ‘Ali zás was not dealing 
swiftly with the matter. As for Mu‘awiyah ăi% and his forces, they thought that 
‘Uthman zás was murdered by the incitation of ‘Ali eas (due to the propaganda 


of the rebels). 
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Nevertheless, the historical records of the Ahl al-Sunnah and the Shrahare available 
for recourse. The Sahabah made every effort to subdue the rebels but what was 
divinely ordained had to occur. The Sahabah initially resorted to dialogue with the 
rebels but when their attempts were met with failure, they sought permission to 
wage war against them from ‘Uthman ais. ‘Uthman was not prepared to entertain 
this idea and the Sahabah were left with no option but to allow matters to take its 
course. Despite this, they made attempts to the very end to deliver water to him 
and to drive the rebels away. Zayd bin Thabit «<i along with a group of Ansar 
offered to fulfil their role as the helpers of the din of Allah once again. 


‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar zís came to “‘Uthman «is and told him that these rebels 
were the very same people who came into Islam after being defeated by the Sahabah 
and the era of their defeat was still fresh in their minds. However, they have used 
their declaration of faith as a shield knowing that ‘Uthman dis would honour 
such a declaration and be restricted by it. Ibn Umar dil said that if ‘Uthman 
zaks permitted, the Sahabah would once again deal with them and remind them 
of the manner in which they had suffered defeat and humiliation not too long ago. 
‘Uthman él disapproved of this and did not want the blood of the Muslims to be 
spilled in defence of his life. 


Similarly, Hasan and Husayn, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar, ‘Abd Allah ibn Zubayr, Aba 
Hurayrah, ‘Amir ibn Rabī and many other Sahabah #ais remained with ‘Uthman 
zaks in his home and whenever the rebels attempted to enter his home, they 
repelled them with sticks and stones and secured the entrance once again. 


As for the slaves of ‘Uthman ais, they were a force on their own. They gathered 
their arms and begged ‘Uthman di to allow them to deal with these rebels. They 
told him that since they had played glorious roles in the conquests of the Muslims 
from Khurasan to Africa, they would settle the matter decisively and teach the 
rebels a lesson. The rebels were using the declaration of faith as a shield and they 
were immune to the words of the senior Companions of the Prophet Assit, 


However, Uthman zás only responded by saying that if they wished to please him, 
they should disarm and remain confined to their homes. He also offered freedom 
to those among them who disarmed. He said that he would prefer to die before any 
blood was spilt as opposed to dying after blood was spilt. Since he was promised 
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martyrdom, he would meet his coveted end any way. What was the benefit in 
spilling the blood of others too, when he was to be martyred all the same? 


Sunni and Shi reports state that ‘Alt zás assigned his sons, the children of Ja‘far 
and his slave Qambar to the door of ‘Uthman ais. Talhah zis and Zubayr zás 
also assigned their sons to the same post, so that they could repel the rebels. Thus, 
whenever the rebels advanced they would be repulsed with sticks and staffs. This 
confrontation led to Hasan «ai sustaining many wounds. Muhammad ibn Talhah 
zais and Qambar sustained head injuries. When the rebels realised that they could 
not advance from the main entrance they proceeded from the rear and entered the 
home of ‘Uthman «<i after forcing entry through the rear wall of his neighbours 


from the Ansar. They then succeeded in assassinating “‘Uthman zás. 


‘Ali «ais defends Sayyiduna ‘Uthman «ais 


A report from Nahj al-Balaghah, the most authentic Sht1 reference, contains the 


following words of ‘Ali «aii: 
as cabs A Al, 
By the oath of Allah; I repelled the rebels from ‘Uthman ais, 


The Shit scholars comment on this by saying that when the rebels laid siege to 


the home of ‘Uthman sails, ‘Ali «ails visited him on many occasions and he would 


repel and curse the rebels every time he came and went. 


Ibn A‘tham al-Kūfi, the notorious Shii historian and one who bears intense hatred 
for ‘Uthman žá and other Sahabah, records in al-Futih that ‘Alī eis; sent Hasan 
zaks to ‘Uthman “cis, to inform him that he had his complete support and that 
he was aware of the false allegations of the rebels and their resolve to assassinate 
him. He also said that ‘Alt sás feared that ‘Uthman “<i could be harmed and he 
was ready to stand by his side and defend him against the rebels and ward them off 
by all means possible if ‘Uthman dil permitted this. 


Hasan «zaiss relayed this message but ‘Uthman zai said that he did not want ‘Alī 
zaks to undertake any hardship or confront the rebels. He told Hasan xis that he 
had seen the Prophet iza in his dream telling him that if he fought against the 
rebels, he would be victorious, but if he did not fight them then he would terminate 
his fast with the Prophet a<ssisijk>, He then expressed his desire to be reunited with 
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S22 3% 


the Prophet sss» and to terminate his fast in his blessed company. Hasan zis 
was left with no choice. 


‘Ali zás was not displaying hypocritical behaviour 


No sincere Muslim will ever suggest that ‘Alt «i was hypocritical in his actions 
and dealings. If the Shtah maintain that this was hypocritical behaviour on the 
basis of 


and lO puns § poll 
A man judges others by his own standards. 


then who has endorsed the iman of the Shrah? Allah forbid that any allegations of 
hypocrisy be made against ‘Alt zás. 


If by an impossible assumption, it is agreed that he certainly was hypocritical at 
this juncture then what pressure was he possibly bowing to when he delivered the 
sermon in Kifah wherein he stated under oath that he had repelled the murderers 
of ‘Uthman ils several times. ‘Uthman «il was history by that time and 
complete authority rested with ‘Alt «dis. Even a coward does not fear a deceased 
enemy, and he would not care less about being unarmed before the corpse of his 
enemy. Why is it that despite his valour and bravery, ‘Alt «áis was still terrified of 
‘Uthman šis? If the Shtah claim that ‘Ali zás had double standards, then why 
would he make such clear declarations even when ‘Uthman sai&i{ was no longer 
a threat? 


The effort of other Sahabah in defending ‘Uthman «ais 


On the other hand, ‘Abd Allah ibn Salam «íis repeatedly asked the rebels to 
refrain from assassinating ‘Uthman zás, as his demise would open the flood- 
gates of mischief and strife. As for Hudhayfah ibn al-Yaman dil, who possessed 
knowledge of the names of the hypocrites, which ‘Alt zais affirmed and testified 
to, ShiT references state that he exhorted the rebels to desist from executing their 
plot. He cautioned them that the martyrdom of ‘Uthman és would result in 
many trials and tribulations. 


Now if anyone were to ask ‘Ammar ‘Ali about the above mentioned people; were 
they not the Sahabah? As for ‘Alt <<dils, he alone is equivalent to thousands of 
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Sahabah, especially according to the Shrah. So if the Sahabah were the ones who 
killed “Uthman zás then “Alt zás, who is a great Sahabi, was opposed to this. 
Strangely though, ‘Ammar ‘Ali alleges that it is the Sahabah who ultimately killed 
‘Uthman zs, then it struck me suddenly that ‘Ammar ‘Ali and the rest of the 
Shrah leadership do not consider the above-mentioned people (including ‘AlT <i) 
to be Sahabah. Instead, the Sahabah according to them were the villains and rebels 
of Kūfah and Egypt, the actual people who gathered and marched to assassinate 
‘Uthman diss. Therefore, his claim that the Sahabah murdered ‘Uthman ás is 


correct by his own definition of Sahabah. 


Nevertheless, the reality is that his allegation against the Sahabah is vicious slander 
and misrepresentation of the facts. One who has no fear of Allah and no shame 
for people is capable of almost anything. We are still baffled by his audacity, that 
he states he is willing to forward the chain of transmission for these fabricated 


reports and allegations for anyone who may require it. 
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Assessing the allegation of cowardice against ‘Ali «ais 


Regarding the conflict between ‘Alli ails and ‘A’ishah aá, ‘Ammar ‘Ali rightfully 
states that there was only one confrontation and that these confrontations were 
not prompted by desire for wealth or worldly gain. Yet even though we are aware 


of the proverb: 
dLa 5 9 ASI 
A liar does speak the truth at times. 
we have no clue why he did not lie at this juncture. 


However, even though he is absolved of lying, he has intentionally ignored another 
reality. He says that it was not possible for ‘Alt x«i% to wage jihad against the first 
three Khulafa’ as he had no supporters. It is agreed that one person alone cannot 
face an entire army and support is essential. So, if the Prophet scsséi{k> avoided 
confrontation with the disbelievers until after he gained the support of the Ansar 
by migrating to Madinah then what excuse does ‘Alt zz% have for not waging war 
all by himself when he has made glorious claims about himself? 


‘Allamah al-Radi records the following in Nahj al-Balaghah, which has the most 
sublime status in Shri literature: 
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‘Ali 22a said: “Certainly by the oath of Allah, if I were to confront them all 
alone, and the entire earth was full of them, I would not be bothered nor 
would I feel any fear. And I have complete insight and conviction from my 
Rabb about the misguidance they are in and the guidance I am upon. And I am 
eager to meet my Rabb and I am hopeful of his handsome reward, anticipating 


it anxiously.” 


What support and help does he require, one who cares less if the entire world were 


against him and he were confronting them all by himself? 
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Yes, if the Imams did not have control over their own lives then we could have said 
that not bothering or not fearing does not necessarily mean that he would not lose 
his life in the process. Therefore, it may have occurred to him that if I were to face 
them all by myself the chances of victory are far-fetched but if I am slain in the 
process then what is the benefit? The purpose of jihad is to elevate the din of Allah 
and if that cannot be accomplished then merely sacrificing one’s life has no real 
purpose. 


‘Ali 2&5 has control over his own life according to Shrah 


Since the Imam has control over his own life as al-Kulayni has established and 
the Ithna ‘Ashariyyah are unanimous upon this, then waging jihad all by himself 
against the enemy would have had such positive effects for the upliftment of din 
much greater than waging jihad along with supporters. If he was able to survive 
the attack of the enemy whilst being surrounded by his supporters then it is no 
great accomplishment, but if he prevailed all by himself it would have been the 
most supernatural feat. 


Hindus are thrilled and easily swayed by phenomenal feats. If they had to observe 
sucha feat, they would not hesitate to declare their faith all at once. Therefore, if ‘Al 
aed were to wage such a jihad once or twice only, the worst that could happen is 
that he would sustain wounds or lose consciousness but the impression that would 
have been created in the minds of people would have led friend and foe flocking 
into Islam. It would have outshone the achievements of the Prophet ssci{h> by far 
since the disbelievers knew that the Prophet 4s was dependent on his forces 
whenever he faced them in battle and since it was a question of might and military 
strength, they also entertained thoughts of defeating him and they mustered the 
courage to confront him again and again. 


If ‘Alt zás fought those battles, then whatever was expected to be realised and 
achieved through Imam al-Mahdi would have been achieved long before and the 
Ahl al-Bayt would have been spared from the tribulations they faced. 


But alas, not only did ‘Alt zas shirk from waging war against the three Khulafa’, 
he also could not face up to them and say to them even a little of the truth which 
the Prophet zak said to Abū Jahal, Abū Lahab, Walid ibn ‘Utbah and Umayyah 
ibn Khalaf. Surprisingly, despite the Prophet’s isak- unparalleled bravery and 
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courage, there is no similar narration highlighting these feats in any way. Moreover, 
the Prophet <j opposed the disbelievers all by himself and endured such 
persecution and hardship that ultimately compelled him to bid farewell to his land 
of origin. Yet, despite such cowardice ‘Alt «ais still remains the unparalleled hero. 


‘Ali zais lived in fear and humiliation all his life according to the Shrah 


‘All zais never had even one opportunity in his life when he could proclaim the 
truth and endure hardship for the noble cause. Perhaps at the least he could have 
emigrated from Madinah and earned the rewards of emigration. Instead he remained 
in their midst like one of them and continued to perform salah behind them, 
listening to their sermons on Fridays and ‘Id celebrations. He even strengthened 
familial ties with them and passed his life in this manner. If not anything else, he 
could have at least avoided Taqiyyah as the Prophet ísa% avoided Taqiyyah. 


Therefore, it is baseless to say that ‘Alt «él did not wage jihad because he had no 
support. In fact, it is tantamount to disbelief in him as he said that he feared less 
even if the whole world confronted him and he was all alone. Added to this is that 
he was in control of his own life and his chances of prevailing were certain. How 
could ‘Ammar ‘Alt then say that he required support to wage jihad. 


Similarly, if one were to page through Shitreferences one would find reports stating 
that all the Ansar of the Prophet izak- remained loyal to ‘Ali £<éiis5. Therefore, 
when he had the support of the Ansar and their progeny, why did he not wage jihad 
during the reign of the first three Khulafa’. 


The truth is that ‘Alt eaéis whole-heartedly supported the first three Khulafa’ and he 
was loyal and devoted to them, especially the first two Khulafa’, whom he continued 
to praise throughout his own reign as Khalitfah, wherein he was not experiencing 
circumstances necessitating Taqiyyah. The majority of the Imamiyyah scholars 
maintain that Taqiyyah was prohibited upon him during his reign as the Khalifah 
as has been established previously. Similarly, the first three Khulafa’ were history 
by this time and who was ‘Alt <éiis5 to fear dead people. 


Considering all these facts, as well as the phenomenal bravery, courage and firm 
faith of ‘Alt «iss there is no other explanation other than stating that ‘Alt zás 
considered their Khilafah legitimate and valid. 


28 


‘Ali zás could not stand up for Fatimah’s vais rights 


Whilst ‘Ammar ‘Ali rightfully states that jihad is not waged for wealth and worldly 
matters, we would ask whether aiding the oppressed is part of Islam or not? And 
more so when the oppressed is none other than the beloved daughter of the 
Prophet <cséaijt>, If helping such an oppressed person not an essential Islamic 
duty? Despite his phenomenal ability, the support of the Ansar and their progenies, 
why then did he fail to help Fatimah edits? If she had forgiven her oppressors, 
then it would have been a different issue entirely but ‘Ammar ‘Ali says that she 
carried this grudge to her grave and refused to have anything to do with Abū Bakr 
zeis, On the contrary if you insist that assisting the oppressed is a worldly matter 
and it has no relation with din then surely it would be prohibited to assist and 
there would be no reward for such an endeavour. In this situation, the objection of 
the Shrah against the Sahabah for failing to support ‘Alt «zis is also futile. 


However, we believe that ‘Ammar ‘All considers aiding the oppressed incumbent 
and regards it to be a part of Islam. This is because the Noble Qur’an as well as 
ahadith records of the Ahl al-Sunnah, and Shrah for that matter, are filled with 
reports of this nature. However, since criticism of the Sahabah is the objective, 
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they must be criticised even if ‘Ali’s zás position is compromised in the process. 


Nevertheless, we are convinced that our discussion on Tagiyyah thus far would 
compel ‘Ammar ‘Alito agree, even if not verbally, that ‘All's «ails pledge of allegiance 
to the first three Khulafa’ and his silence on the issue of Fadak was on account of 
his belief that they were upon truth, and not Taqiyyah in any form. 


As for what is to follow from here on, it will only give emphasis to what has been 
established thus far. It will impress on the minds of readers, who actually value 
‘Alt zais and acknowledge his true worth. Are they—who do not consider his 
association with the three Khulafa’ to be hypocritical but rather that it is was done 
seeking the pleasure of Allah—on truth or those who maintain that he lived in 
humiliation and suppression, deprived of his free will and choice, forced to observe 
double-standards and conceal the truth till the end? And despite knowing the 
implications of the following verse, he assimilated with the three Khulafa’ and the 
forces of falsehood, thereby obscuring the truth and concealing the truth despite 
being the flag-bearer of the cause of truth himself. 


29 
The Nikah of Umm Kulthum bint ‘Ali gaits; 


The third issue in his letter pertains to the marriage of Umm Kulthtm zai, who 
is the biological daughter of ‘Alt zás and Fatimah zás. Consequently, he states 
that she was married to Muhammad ibn Jafar al-Tayyar «zai. Whilst this response 
is correct, it is completely evading the actual objective of the questioner. The 
questioner actually wishes to verify if Umm Kulthtim zd had been married to 
‘Umar <5 or not, but ‘Ammar ‘Ali steers clearly away from the issue. Perhaps he 


did not realise the actual objective. Either way his shrewdness has been exposed. 


One wonders how ‘Ammar ‘Alt could have forgotten his previous trick when 
responding to this question or did he find it convenient to do so. Umm Kulthim 
gadis would have to question him about his reason for severing the ties of kinship 
of her maternal aunts from the Prophet <saiéaiit> and depriving her of this benefit. 
Is she not one of the Ahl al-Bayt, equally entitled to such a privilege? But I would 
take the liberty of answering on behalf of ‘Ammar ‘Ali sahib by saying that he 
considered the rule of “The seniors are more entitled to privileges”. Since this is an 
established rule, why should it be opposed? 


‘Ammar ‘Ali thought that perhaps his critics would think that the marriage of Umm 
Kulthim gai, daughter of Fatimah Gai, to Umar “adil is a unique issue and it 
has no resemblance to the marriages of Ruqayyah Gail and Umm Kulthiim Geass, 
the daughters of the Prophet scsadétiik> to ‘Uthman zás. Therefore, he concealed 
the reality fearing that someone may draw resemblances from these two instances 
but let me make it known that both instances are equal according to the Ahl al- 


Sunnah and there is no difference at all. 


Now ‘Ammar ‘Ali should rectify his previous statement and write to Mir Nadir ‘Alt 
informing him that Umm Kulthūm ¢eais was not the biological daughter of Fatimah 
Gáis, and he should not fear any reproach from the Ahl al-Sunnah because the 
option of Bada’ is always there for such errors. After all, ‘Ammar ‘Ali is certainly 
not greater than Allah than he cannot be a victim of the accursed Bada’. If despite 
his all-encompassing knowledge Allah Ta‘ala has instances of Bada’ then ‘Ammar 


‘Alt is human after all. 


Nevertheless, it would have been wiser to say that Umm Kulthtim gáis is the 
biological daughter of Asma’ bint “‘Umays gáis instead. If this is a blatant lie, then 
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who cares? After all the relationship of the Prophet isa% with his daughters 
was rejected, so what if his granddaughter’s ties of kinship are denied as well. When 
people speak so many lies for worldly gain what harm could there be in speaking 
a lie or two for the preservation of one’s din. Instead, lying in this case could be a 
tremendous virtue as it preserves the din and affords one the opportunity to follow 
in the footsteps of one’s seniors and illustrious Imams who lied freely under the 
pretext of Tagiyyah. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali’s deception 


Let us elaborate further on the response given by ‘Ammar ‘Ali. Whilst he has 
benefitted from his shrewd response, he has sustained some harm too. Allah 


5: raed 


SAE says the following: 
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And do not mix the truth with falsehood or conceal the truth while you know [it]. 
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And do not conceal testimony, for whoever conceals it, his heart is indeed sinful.? 


Ponder over these two verses carefully, but before clarifying its implication I must 
make it known that I err in doing so because what tremendous effort has ‘Ammar 
‘All not spared in portraying falsehood as truth and concealing the truth that he 
would now be deterred from doing so by these two verses. Could there be a greater 
misrepresentation of the truth than failing to mention the marriage of Umar “<i 
to Umm Kulthiim bint ‘Ali edits? If he were to have refuted Umm Kulthiim’s gáis 
relationship with Fatimah eal and ‘Al «ail then it would not be classified as 
misrepresentation of the truth. Instead it would be rejection of the truth which is 
termed as Juhid in the Qur’an and the following verse will be applicable: 
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And none rejects Our signs except everyone ee and ungrateful.’ 


1 Sirah al-Baqarah: 42. 
2 Surah al-Baqarah: 283. 
3 Surah Luqman: 32. 
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As for the manner in which ‘Ammar ‘Alī responded, he has adopted the path which 
satisfies the listener without endangering his position. Similarly, he is not really 
at fault for this because misrepresentation is only evil if it deceives someone and 
this is not so because the Ahl al-Sunnah have accessed those Shri reports which 
establish that Umm Kulthtim ais was indeed married to ‘Umar «<i. If you are 


not convinced, then here are the reports for your inspection. 


‘Abbas «ai performed her nikah 


Qadi Nir Allah, al-Shahid al-Rabr, states the following whilst writing about ‘Abbas 
zais, the uncle of the Prophet zagi: 


The Prophet «ssi» was very fond of ‘Abbas #ai and he would say that Abbas 
x25 is in the place of his father. 


He then goes on recording many merits of ‘Abbas «ais and says: 


‘Abbas zis presented ‘Umar’s proposal to ‘Ali at and ‘Ali sak rejected it 
at first. He proposed for the second time on behalf of ‘Umar and this time 
‘Ali siz remained silent. ‘Abbas zás then performed Umm Kulthiim’s gáis 
nikah and she was married to ‘Umar. However, on account of Taqiyyah ‘Ali 


sie could not prevent this from happening, so he remained silent. 


This is what the Qadi states in his book. 


‘Abbas «ii will be among those who will be on the A'raf according to 


the Shiah 


I have referred to ‘Abbas zás with honour by adding Radi Allah ‘anhu to his name 
but this does not occur in the actual text. Would the Shrah even honour him? 
Whilst their enmity for Umar «és is known and their affiliation with the Ahl 


al-Bayt is repeatedly proclaimed, they actually maintain that ‘Abbas «áis would 
be on the A'raf on the Day of Resurrection. Their claims are hollow since everyone 
knows that one who was so dear to the Prophet <sséi{k> could never be detained 
on the A’raf. In fact, the possibility of those who merely love him entering paradise 
is not far-fetched. Whilst this is their belief regarding the esteemed uncle of the 
Prophet #<siij\>, they believe that those who love ‘Ali «áis and those whom he 


loves cannot be adversely affected by their sins, not even by being guilty of kufr. 
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The beloved of the Prophet #s.j in Araf whilst Jews and Christians 
in Paradise? 


Consequently, the Shrah scholar Radi al-Din declares the Christian, Zunayna ibn 
Ishaq to be an inmate of Paradise on account of a few couplets she recited in praise 
of ‘Alt zai, even though the very same couplets attest to him being a Christian. 
The couplets are: 
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I do not make efforts to adversely mention the tribes of ‘Adi and Taym, 
however, I am a lover of the Hashim tribe; 
when ‘Alt and his family are mentioned I am not, 

taken over by any sentiment of apprehension for the next; 
they ask why is it the Christians love him, 

as well as the Prophet’s followers both Arab and non-Arab; 
I say to them, I believe the love for them, 

has penetrated the hearts of all creation, even the animals. 


Similarly, all the scholars of the Shrah have high regards for Ibn Fadliin, who was a 
Jew, on account of the following couplets: 
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O Lord grant me the prayers of my life, 
and forgive me by virtue of the family of the Prophet; 
and give me to drink from the hands of ‘Ali, 


the leader of the pious, the husband of Fatimah. 
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Nevertheless, what can be said about the rank of ‘Ali 2a; those who love him 
are entitled to Paradise despite their disbelief whilst the one whom the Prophet 
csi loved will be restrained from entering Paradise and held back on A’raf. His 
beloved in this instance is none other than his own uncle who was a great believer. 
If he had been a disbeliever, he would not even have reached A‘raf, since the Qur’4n 
says the following about the disbelievers: 
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Indeed, We have prepared for the disbelievers chains and shackles and a blaze.’ 
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And for those who disbelieve will be the fire of Hell. [Death] is not decreed for them so 


they may die, nor will its torment be lightened for them. Thus do we recompense every 


ungrateful one.’ 


Nevertheless, we should assess the claim of the learned Qadi: What did he claim 
and what does he actually establish through this claim? Surprisingly, his claim 
establishes that ‘Alt «<i also regarded ‘Abbas zís to be in the position of a 
father. Assuming that he was not willing to accept the proposal, ‘Abbas zás was 
not one who could be ignored. Therefore, he knew that it was best to honour him 


and accept the request. His silence was surely not on account of Tagiyyah. 


‘Ali’s ais silence reflects his approval 


We have established that Umm Kulthtim sails was certainly married to ‘Umar 
zaks. As for the allegation of Taqiyyah, any sensible person knows that this is 
merely the imagination of the Shrah. The narration itself discredits the possibility 
of Tagiyyah. Every Muslim knows that Taqiyyah has no relationship with ‘Ali's 
xed character at all. Would a lion ever fear a jackal? Would it ever be possible 
to conceive that he resorted to Taqiyyah in an issue as sensitive as this? Even a 
disbeliever who is immoral and unworthy by all standards would not tolerate such 


1 Strah al-Dahr: 4. 
2 Surah al-Fatir: 36. 
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an episode. Similarly, it is impossible to imagine the beloved of the Prophet fsa- 
committing such a heinous crime against the family of the Prophet csaieiiite, 
Similarly, the Prophet’s <<sai&:ijt> love for anyone determines that he is accepted 
and he is upon truth. So, when the beloved of the Prophet izafi is upon truth 
would he ever commit the crime of handing the honourable granddaughter over 
to an enemy? 


Bre siR- 


If we were to assume that ‘Alt zis approved of her marriage to ‘Umar «i on 
account of Taqiyyah then the crime that he is guilty of (by giving his daughter to 
an enemy) is more disgusting than the Taqiyyah itself. O Shrah! If it is ‘Umar zis 
that you hate, then why do you vilify ‘Alt zás along with ‘Umar zeis? 


If ‘Umar «<4i% is a kafir then ‘Ali «ts is no less 

It should be noted that if ‘Alt «ais is a Muslim of perfect faith then the same applies 
to ‘Umar tás, because ‘Ali zás gave his daughter to ‘Umar «di. However, if‘ Umar 
zais is a disbeliever, then the same applies to ‘Alt x<aiis, and if he not a disbeliever, 
then certainly a blatant transgressor for marrying his daughter to Umar dis 
(who was a disbeliever according to the Shrah). If he gave her in marriage by his 
own choice then there is no doubt about his kufr but if he was compelled then 
despite his capabilities, did he not even have the dignity and self-respect which 
even a lowly cobbler has? 


O my Rabb; you are aware that I am in complete disagreement with such beliefs and 
I have written these lines about the marriage of the daughter of Sayyidah Fatimah 
gadis so that ‘Ammar ‘All may not harbour evil thoughts about ‘All zais. 


This marriage is established from Shii sources 


We now undertake to prove Qadi Nir Allah wrong from the testimony of his very 
own Imami. Accordingly, the ShTT sources contain reports which state that ‘Alī 


«edi had indeed married Umm Kulthūm wails to Umar Zé; as he was worthy 


and deserving of this honour. He did not do so under duress. Read the following: 
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Imam al-Baqir “5 was asked about the reason for marrying her to him 
[Umar zás]. He said that if ‘All sats felt that ‘Umar #&% was not worthy and 
deserving of her then he would have never approved of the marriage. She 
was the most honourable woman in the world at that time. Her grandfather 
was the Prophet sss; her brothers were Hasan #5 and Husayn “aa, the 
leaders of the youth of Paradise, her father was ‘All zás who has a prestigious 
position in Islam; her mother was Fatimah ais, daughter of the Prophet 


dessieif> and her grandmother was Khadijah bint Khuwaylid cats, 


The Shrah do not love the Ahl al-Bayt and they hate the Sahabah 


Consider the above narration against the allegations of their Qadi. How deceitful 
and cunning are they. They claim that their hatred for the Sahabah is on account 
of their love for the Ahl al-Bayt. We feel that the actual reality is that they align 
themselves to the Ahl al-Bayt due to their hatred for the Sahabah. However, the Ahl 
al-Bayt do not seem to be drawn to them. Instead, they are inclining to this course, 
i.e. the path of the Sahabah and the Ahl al-Sunnah. This is established from the 


words of Imam al-Baqir “ti and Taqiyyah was completely forbidden for him, as 
has been recorded previously with a quotation from their sources. 


After he has set the record straight would they persist upon defaming ‘Al 2zditss, 
Hasan žá Husayn žák, and the Bani Hashim by asserting that they were immoral 
and shameless and that they subjected the innocent and pure granddaughter of 
the Prophet to zind (fornication) despite her being exalted in the following verse: 
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Allah intends only to remove from you the impurity [of sin], O people of the [Prophet’s] 


household, and to purify you with [extensive] purification.' 


May Allah take such wretched ones to task! The Ahl al-Bayt are certainly incensed 
and angry with them, even those with weak Iman shudder at such blasphemy. How 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 33. 
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daring are they that they portray their vice as virtue and slander their Imams. 
They place the blame of their sins upon Imam Jafar al-Sadiq 45 and slander him 
and they use such words to absolve themselves of blame for this marriage that one 


fears to utter it. They say: 
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This was the first woman to be abducted from us. 


(Note: This is not the literal translation of these vile words but a subtle indication of its 


shameful purport- translator) 


O Allah! You are aware that I disassociate myself from entertaining such beliefs and 
I record these words with the understanding that reporting a statement of kufr 
does not render one a kafir. Perhaps one who has been deceived by the Shrah may 
consider their wicked statements and return to the Straight Path. 


If love of ‘Ali <a entitles one to Paradise then why not ties of kinship 


It is tragic that the Ahl al-Bayt suffered such misfortune on account of the ShTah 
hatred for Umar ails but Umar <i could not be forgiven and blessed by virtue of 
the sanctity of the Ahl al-Bayt (with whom he was intimately associated with). Is his 
association of marriage less than the worth of the couplets of Zunayna ibn Ishaq— 
the Christian—and Ibn Fadlin—the Jew? Love for ‘Alt zas is so potent that kufr can 
be disregarded despite the Qur’an stating that hell is the abode of the disbelievers. 
Can love for ‘Alt zai then not secure the forgiveness of those related to him? 


Nevertheless, the Shii scholars are unanimous about the marriage of Umm 
Kulthim zás to Umar edi, However, some ignorant ones state the truth, but 
their manner of expression is gross and uncouth (referring to the Arabic quotation 
recorded above). Moreover, we are bound to take what is correct and disregard that 
which is reprehensive on the basis of: 


Take what is pure and discard what is tainted. 


As far as ‘Ammar ‘Ali is concerned, he has surpassed them all. He realised that 
expressing the truth about this marriage would jeopardise the entire Shit faith. 
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Not only that, it would demand that the Shrah revere ‘Umar #«di% a thousand times 
more than what the Ahl al-Sunnah revere him because he would then be a member 
of the Ahl al-Bayt. 


And in the case of Taqiyyah, despite it being a false allegation, the same problem 
arises. In fact, it is worse in this instance because accepting the wrongs of ‘Umar 
zís on account of the Ahl al-Bayt is lesser than not listening to the Ahl al-Bayt on 
account of ‘Umar zás having to be one of them. 


And it was on account of this accusation of Tagiyyah that ‘Alt zis was accused of 
being absolutely shameless, undignified, cowardly and weak in religious matters. 
Therefore, I feel that ‘Ammar ‘Ali was wise and he felt that since falsehood is itself 
bad, rather just avoid the truth as well. 


On the whole this response reflects cleverness and perhaps we should take the 
opportunity of stating the reality so that if not all at once, perhaps it will gradually 
appeal to him. 


It is also necessary for us to record additional narrations for two benefits. Firstly, 
it would decrease his rage and hatred for Umar zai and secondly, the fact that 
there are multiple narrations about this, would force him to be ashamed of himself 
and surrender, albeit reluctantly. 


The narration is as follows: 
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Ibn Abi al-Hadīd—the commentator of Nahj al-Balaghah—records the following 
regarding the marriage of Umm Kulthiim eats: ‘Umar zís came to a group of 
the Muhdjirin who were seated in the Rawdah and said to them: “Congratulate 


me! Congratulate me!” 


When they asked him why, he informed them that he had contracted a 


marriage with Umm Kulthiim «ais, the daughter of ‘Ali bin Abi Talib «ais, 


This narration indicates that ‘Umar «<ls considered this marriage to be a great 
blessing. This narration is sufficient for those who are impartial, to make them 
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have great regard for ‘Umar «dil, This is because he was celebrating his association 
with the Prophet i<sai<4ij\> through this union. As for those who cannot understand 


this, we are not compelled to shove it down their throats. 


‘Umar’s 4% children from this union 


Before terminating this discussion, it is important to highlight a fact just in case 
any Shrah decides to save face by stating that ‘Umar had not consummated this 
marriage to Umm Kulthtim Geails due to the intervention of a Jinn similar to the 
incident relating to Sarah áis, the wife of Ibrahim S24’, So even though this 
is established to be a lie on the basis of the unrealistic report attributed to Imam 
Ja far al-Sadiq, it is nonetheless established through Tawatur that Umm Kulthim 
Gáis bore a son from this union, whose name was Zayd. This child lived till the age 
of twenty and was then martyred in one of the internal feuds of the Bant ‘Adi. To 
Allah do we belong and unto Him shall we return. His mother passed away on the same 
day after succumbing to an illness. Nine people passed away on that dreadful day 
and the funeral prayers and burial proceedings were offered by Husayn «ais and 
‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar “edi, 


Umm Kulthiim Gis remained married to ‘Umar “cals; till the end of his life. Sarah 
geass cannot boast of being the granddaughter of someone as prestigious as the 
Prophet fzx, so when she was saved in an instant, Umm Kulthūm ais ought 
to have been released from this marriage even quicker than that. 
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The Discussion Relating to the Fadak Estate 


All praises belong to Allah, we have responded adequately to all the allegations 
of ‘Ammar ‘All. However, in response to his allegations and accusations regarding 
the Fadak Estate, we ought to have retaliated tit for tat, but it is not appropriate for 
us to stoop to such levels and utter that which intelligent and noble people would 
consider offensive or shameful. 


Firstly, taking ‘Ammar ‘Alī to task for vilifying the three Khulafa’ is akin to somebody 
resolving to slap a dog for spitting at the sun or punishing someone who spits at the 
sun/moon by pouring urine on them. It is evident that the sun or moon is unaffected 
by such worthless gestures. Instead, such foolish antics only laud the lofty status of 
the sun or the moon, as filth and abuse cannot taint it. Secondly, whilst the sun and 
the moon remain in its splendour, dogs and those who stoop lower than that can only 
be condemned to their fate because they feel no shame upon their despicability, and 
besides wasting time and effort, they achieve nothing from their endeavours. 


‘Ammar ‘Alfs vilification of the three Khulafa’ can be compared to the above 
example; his filthy utterances only serve to establish the lofty status of the three 
Khulafa’. The three Khulafa’ are radiant like the sun and the moon, and if dogs spit 
at them then what else could be expected from the dog? Secondly, like the dog has 
no relation to the radiant sun, ‘Ammar ‘Ali enjoys no status in relation to the three 
Khulafa’ whereby we could feel a sense of relief in retaliating for his vilification of 
them. The worst of his insults cannot tarnish their image in the least and devoting 
time to express disassociation to the three Khulafa’ and vilifying them is just a 


waste of time. 


Lastly, responding to a fool magnifies his importance and we certainly do not wish 
to accord him such attention. 


Love of the Ahl al-Bayt and the Sahabah 


Love for the Ahl al-Bayt is at the very core of our faith and we maintain that love 
for them and the Sahabah of the Prophet zati are the two wings with which we 
soar and transcend. Just as it is impossible for a bird to take flight with one wing 
only, so too is it impossible for Iman to be the means for achieving the ultimate 
success referred to in the following two verses: 


40 
s 7° s P S 4 
a o + 9 F 
© 9 plall oe ék al 9 
And it is those who are the attainers [of success]. 
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Has certainly attained a great attainment.’ 


In fact, Iman without these two wings would be like the man referred to in the 
following verse: 
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No soul will benefit from its faith.’ 


Yes, if we were to follow in the footsteps of the Shr'ah, who disparage the Sahabah 
in order to spite the Ahl al-Sunnah, according to the idiom, cutting one’s nose to avoid 
the effect of the evil eye, thus destroying their iman, then, Allah forbid, we ought 
to have vilified the Ahl al-Bayt to spite them and render our Iman invalid as the 
Khawarij and Nawasib have done. However, it would be impossible for us to do so 
as we are governed by intelligence and that which has been divinely transmitted to 
us (‘aql and naql). As for the Shrah, they have no limits and restrictions, like a stray 
camel wandering about aimlessly. 


The two eyes of Iman 


The reality is that both groups, the Sahabah and the Ahl al-Bayt, enjoy the greatest 
significance and importance to us and they are like two eyes for us. If we destroy 
any one of our eyes, it would be to our detriment only. Imagine a person who has 
a beautiful face and features; if one of his eyes were to be disfigured, it would make 
the other eye also unattractive. Similarly, if the pupil from the defective eye were to 
be inserted into the good eye and the white area within the normal eye were now 
filled with blackness, it would be so odious and dreadful that anyone who may have 
had any attraction to this person would cringe at the mere sight of him. The person 
himself would be so disturbed by this reaction that he would desire that the defective 
eye remain as it is without its contents being implanted into the normal eye. 


1 Sūrah al-Tawbah: 20. 
2 Sūrah al-Ahzab: 71. 
3 Strah al-An‘am: 158. 
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Asabsurdas this is, this seems to be the reality of the tman of the Shrah. Nevertheless, 
reverence for the Sahabah and love for the Ahl al-Bayt are like the two eyes of 
Iman according to the testimony of the Qur’an and hadith (and which the reader 
of this book has already witnessed). As for the Shrah, they have disfigured one eye 
completely and they have placed this eye and its contents into the socket of the 


correct eye. 


The correlation is as follows: The Shrah have disregarded reverence and love for 
the Sahabah, which is the fountainhead of Iman and they have exaggerated the 
veneration for the Ahl al-Bayt so much that they have dedicated the portion of 
reverence for the Sahabah to the Ahl al-Bayt. They did not stop at this but just as in 
the example, the entire portion of the whiteness was replaced with blackness only, 
the Shrah have done exactly the same. 


Consequently, just as the eye comprises of a pupil and the whiteness around it, the 
word ‘Itrah—which refers to the Ahl al-Bayt—refers to a few categories of relatives 
such as wives, offspring and kith and kin. This meaning of ‘itrah is unanimously 
agreed upon by linguists. Now consider that from the entire implication of this 
term, the Shrah merely revere twelve individuals and a few others and reject the 
rest. Since they declare these twelve to be their leaders, they venerate them only 
and assign the portion of reverence and veneration due to the rest of the members 
of the Ahl al-Bayt and the Sahabah to these twelve particular individuals. This 
explains the relation to the example cited above; whilst the normal eye has become 
enlarged, the whiteness has been substituted with blackness. 


Nevertheless, it is necessary to elaborate and substantiate this point, lest the Shah 
consider it an allegation and misrepresentation of the facts. They could actually 
consider it an allegation due to saying: “A man judges other by his own standards.” 
They are then at liberty to verify this from their references and their scholars, and 
they would be left with no alternative other than attesting to the truth of what has 


been written here. 


Honouring some of the Ahl al-Bayt and rejecting the rest 


Consequently, the Shrah do not even consider Sayyidah Ruqayyah áis and 
Sayyidah Umm Kulthūm eas to be the daughters of the Prophet áss. This 
view is so commonly heard from the Shrah that along with the masses, the learned 
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among them also claim this. The error of the learned ones is worse since authentic 
ShiT sources establish that they were indeed the daughters of the Prophet ssc 
and this has been documented earlier on. 


Similarly, the Shrah do not include the honourable uncle of the Prophet isate, 

Sayyiduna ‘Abbas «is, or his family to be among the ‘itrah of the Prophet isate, 

The same applies to Sayyiduna Zubayr ibn al-‘Awwam cdi. Whilst Sayyiduna 
‘Abbas enjoys a very prominent relationship and link with o Prophet isats 
not many are aware of the close ties which Sayyidunā Zubayr zás enjoys. In fact, 
he could actually be considered a brother to the Prophet izai on account of his 
close links and ties. Firstly, Sayyiduna Zubayr’s zai mother is Safiyyah Gzdiis who 
is the paternal aunt of the Prophet ssieaij\>, His paternal grandmother is Halah 
bint Wahb ibn ‘Abd al-Manaf, who is the true maternal aunt of the Prophet scsaietiiie 
(his mother’s sister). His father’s paternal aunt is Umm Habib bint al-Asad, who is 
the Prophet’s isak paternal grandmother and his paternal aunt is Sayyidah 
Khadijah waits, who is the Prophet’s ssi wife. In addition to this, his wife 
is Sayyidah Asma’, who is none other than the sister of Sayyidah ‘A’ishah gáis, 
the wife of the Prophet ssi, Finally, his ancestry links up with the Prophet 
Acs at the fifth ancestor, Qusay ibn Kilab. Based on this, the scholars of 
ancestral lineage have written that no other Sahabt enjoyed closer blood ties with 
the Prophet scsaieii> than Sayyiduna Zubayr ibn al-"Awwam zai. 


Notwithstanding such close ties, the manner in which the Shrah conduct 
themselves makes apparent the enmity they truly harbour for the family of the 
Prophet ísak. Despite Sayyiduna Zubayr *<aiis; being one of the earliest Muslims 
and earliest emigrants, whose praise has been mentioned Noble Qur’an repeatedly, 
the Shrah consider him to be among the disbelievers and hypocrites. 


Who is meant by the term Ahl al-Bayt? 


As for their vilification and hatred for the noble wives of the Prophet #<s«&«i{t—the 
Mothers of the Believers—it requires no elaboration. Such perceptions about the 
noble wives of the Prophet Assisi is all the more repugnant considering that 
they are the actual and primary implication of the term “Ahl al-Bayt”. What else 
would Ahl al-Bayt mean other than the household of the Prophet acsaiéaij or the 
members of his house? Even if he knows nothing else, ‘Ammar ‘All would certainly 
know that this is what Ahl al-Bayt implies. 
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Secondly, when this term appears in the Noble Qur’an it appears in relation to the 
noble wives of the Prophet Assui>, As for Sayyiduna ‘Ali and Sayyidah Fatimah 
2a, they are included by the broader connotation of the term Ahl al-Bayt, or 
they were included by the personal request of the Prophet Aséij>, For your 
satisfaction, the verse wherein this term appears will be quoted along with the 
context in which it appears so that both the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah will have no 


“gaye 


further misconceptions about this term. Allah 3% says: 
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O wives of the Prophet, you are not like anyone among women. If you fear Allah, 
then do not be soft in speech [to men], lest he in whose heart is disease should covet, 
but speak with appropriate speech. And abide in your houses and do not display 
yourselves as [was] the display of the former times of ignorance. And establish prayer 
and give zakāh and obey Allah and His Messenger. Allah intends only to remove from 
you the impurity [of sin], O people of the [Prophet’s] household, and to purify you with 
[extensive] purification. And remember what is recited in your houses of the verses of 
Allah and wisdom. Indeed, Allah is ever Subtle and Acquainted [with all things].' 


This is the correct translation of these verses in its context. Any Shr is at liberty 
to refer to his scholars about the correctness of this translation. Nevertheless, the 
verses establish that the noble consorts of the Prophet #s««ij> are the primary 
implication of the term “Ahl al-Bayt”. 


Placing the cloak around Sayyiduna ‘Alt «ais 


Consequently, the Prophet ssi gathered Sayyiduna ‘Al, Sayyidah Fatimah, 
Sayyiduna Hasan and Husayn, sie his sheet around them and supplicated thus: 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 32-34. 
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“O Allah, these are the members of my household.” The purpose of this was to 
include them in the merit announced in this verse of the Noble Qur’an. 


The above is similar to the manner in which a magnanimous and appreciative king 
tells his minister: “I am going to allot land for the members of your household.” 
The minister realises that this naturally includes him, his wife and sons and that 
it does not refer to daughters or granddaughters, as they live their own lives and 
are under the authority of their husbands. However, seeing the opportunity; he 
requests the king to confer the bounty on his daughter and son-in-law too. Now, if 
the king were to enquire who these people are, then considering the fact that the 
son-in-law and the daughter are no less in relationship to him than his own wives, 
he will say: “These are members of my family too.” Now despite the king knowing 
that his son-in-law and daughter are not members of his own house, he overlooks 
this and allots land for them too. 


Alternatively, it could be said that despite being revealed in relation to the noble 
wives of the Prophet Acsaicaijk> only, the term “Ahl al-Bayt” collectively refers to 
the noble wives of the Prophet dcssicaiik> as well as Sayyiduna ‘Ali zás and his 


household. 


This is similar to the use of the Urdu term “Delhi wala”—which means one who 
lives in Delhi —it refers equally to all those who reside in Delhi. Now, if someone 
sees two people from Delhi and say, “These are Delhi wala”, then even the most 
ignorant person will not conclude that these two people are the sole residents of 
Delhi. 


It is clear from this explanation that the Qur’anic reference to the noble wives of 
the Prophet A<saieaijk> as Ahl al-Bayt and the hadith reference to the household of 
Sayyiduna ‘Alt zás by the same term is perfectly in order. 


Nevertheless, despite the noble wives of the Prophet scsscailt> being the actual Ahl 
al-Bayt and the Qur’an being revealed to establish this along with asserting that: 


oles 


And his wives are [in the position of] their mothers. 
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1 Surah al-Ahzab: 6. 
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The Shrah still do not refrain from hurling abuse and vilifying them. However, if 
in response to the verse, His wives are [in the position of] their mothers, they were to 
reply: “They are mothers unto the believers, not unto us”, then we would accept 
that from them, but what would their response be to the verse which classifies 
them as the Ahl -Bayt? 


By their rejection of their status as Ahl al-Bayt the reader can gauge the sentiment 
which this sect has for the illustrious wives of the Prophet isate. 


Shrah have enmity for most of the progeny of Sayyidah Fatimah waits 


Despite their claims of love for the Ahl al-Bayt, the Shrah bear intense hatred for 
most of the progeny of Sayyidah Fatimah ails, criticising and vilifying them. 
Amongst them is Zayd 2\#;—the martyr—who is the son of Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin 
zaks, He was exceptionally learned, Allah fearing, and pious. He was martyred by 


the forces of Hisham ibn ‘Abd al-Malik. 


As for his son, Yahya ibn Zayd, he is branded as apostate by the Ithna ‘Ashariyyah. 
The same applies to Ibrahim and Jafar, the two sons of Misa al-Kazim. As far as 
Ja far, the Shr'ah have given him the title “The Great Liar” despite him being a pious 
saint and friend of Allah. Ja‘far ibn Misa al-Kazim is the spiritual mentor or shaykh 


Be 


of Bayazid al-Bustamt “s5. 


As for Jafar ibn ‘Ali, the brother of Imam Hasan al-‘Askari, the Shrah also refer to 
him as “the Great Liar”. As for Hasan ibn Hasan al-Muthanna, his son—‘Abd Allah 
al-Mahd—and his son Muhammad, Dhi al-Nafs al-Zakiyyah (the purified soul); they 
are considered to be disbelievers according to the Shrah. They also regard Ibrahim 
ibn ‘Abd Allah, Zakariyya ibn Muhammad al-Baqir, Muhammad ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn 
al-Husayn ibn Hasan, Muhammad ibn al-Qasim ibn al-Hasan and Yahya ibn ‘Umar 
(the grandson of Zayd the martyr) all to be disbelievers and apostate. In addition 
to this, they consider numerous members of the Ahl al-Bayt from the lineage of 
both Sayyiduna Hasan and Sayyiduna Husayn zás to be deviates for recognising 
the status and merits of Zayd i%5—the martyr. A brief look at the books of History 
and Ancestry would prove that almost all of the Ahl al-Bayt members explicitly 


Bole 


attested to the exalted position of Zayd “lz, 


The summary of this entire discussion is that they consider all the above individuals 
to be disbelievers and renegades, and they maintain that despite being from the 
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progeny of the most honoured and beloved daughter of the Prophet ázat they 
are destined for the Fire of Jahannam for eternity. This is based on their view 
that whoever rejects the status of one of their Imams is a disbeliever of the same 
category as one who has rejected the Nubuwwah of any Prophet. Since this is the 
case, the position of the disbelievers is clear; they will abide in hell forever. This 
implies that all these illustrious members of the Ahl al-Bayt are doomed to hell 
forever and they will never attain salvation. Allah forbid! 


(To spare themselves from the implications of this allegation) Some do say that 
these illustrious people will be restrained at A‘raf like Sayyiduna ‘Abbas zás, 
the venerable uncle of the Prophet áss. Others among them maintain that 
they will gain deliverance from the Fire after being subjected to the most painful 
torment, through the intercession of their illustrious ancestors. 


However, both interpretations lack substance since according to them rejecting the 
doctrine of Imamah is an act of disbelief and there is no possibility of interceding 
for a disbeliever or him being restrained at A‘raf. It is unanimously agreed upon 
that there would be no intercession for a disbeliever and that such intercession 
could never be accepted. Similarly, maintaining that the disbelievers would be 
restrained at A‘raf also conflicts with the Noble Qur’an. Allah dé;s1ax2 says: 
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Indeed, those who disbelieve and die while they are disbelievers - upon them will be 


the curse of Allah and of the angels and the people, all together, Abiding eternally 


therein. The punishment will not be lightened for them, nor will they be reprieved. 


Therefore, whilst the claim of love is so deafening, this is the reality of their 
relationship with the offspring and progeny of the Prophet scsa&xij\>, his noble wives, 
the progeny of their Imams and brothers of their Imams. Consequently, there is no 
difference between them and the Nawasib. If there is any then it is the same as the 
difference between ten and twelve. This is because the Shřah maintain the status 
of their twelve Imams and some of their close relatives whilst the Nawasib do not. 


1 Surah al-Baqarah: 161. 
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However, their admiration and veneration of these personalities is also just a farce, 
since they criticise their very own Imams and pronounce these faults openly to one 
and all. Some of this has already been recorded in this treatise. 


The Shi‘ah love for ‘Ali is worse than hatred for him 


Whilst this is an appropriate juncture to elaborate on this, it is beyond the scope of 
this short treatise. However, I would record a few matters by way of example. 


The Shrah have documented such fallacies regarding Sayyiduna ‘Ali «él that, 
Allah forbid, it depicts him as a person who was extremely immoral and a great 
liar. Consequently, he gave his daughter in marriage to a kafir and for fear of his 
life refrained from contesting the khilafah and drumming up support for the 
position which he was most eligible to. Instead, he performed salah behind those 
‘disbelievers’ and maintained amicable ties with them for as long as they lived. 
When they passed away, he continued to praise them with such lofty words, a tenth 
of which he has not proclaimed in favour of the ‘actual’ believers. When this is 
their view about Sayyiduna ‘Ali—the father of their Imams—then what could be 
expected about the rest of them? While the Khawarij and Nawasib revile Sayyiduna 
‘Alt zais, they too do not stoop to this level. 


Similarly, their claim of love has another extreme as they belittle the status of 
all the Ambiya’ of Allah and raise the position of their Imams. Consequently, the 
Ithna ‘Ashariyyah maintain that each one of the Twelve Imams is superior to the 
all Ambiya’ of Allah. 


However, the Noble Qur’an repeatedly uses the terms Istifa and Ijtiba with reference 
to the Ambiya’ of Allah. This means that they have been selected as the best 
individuals of the human race and others cannot equal them. Similarly, the list 
of the four favoured groups in the Qur’an commences with the Ambiya’ of Allah. 
This also implies that they are superior to the remaining three groups. Since it is 
evident that the Twelve Imams were not Ambiya’, the Shrah could have placed 
them in any of the remaining three groups. It could have been said that they were 
from the category of “Siddiqin”—which is our belief as well—which would place 
them below the Ambiya’. 


48 


The superiority of the Ambiya’ over the Imams from Shii references 


However, it would be foolish for us to think that the Shah would accept the word 
of Allah. Let us instead prove them wrong using their own references so that they 
are compelled to confess to the truth. ShīT scholars have laboured at length to 
fabricate reports about the superiority of the Imams but the truth will always come 
to the fore. Consider the following report: 
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Al-Kulayni reports on the authority of Hisham al-Ahwal that Zayd ibn ‘Ali said 


that the Ambiya’ are superior to the Imams and whoever believes otherwise 


is a deviate. 


Similarly, Ibn Babuwayh documents a lengthy narration with an authentic 
transmission (according to the Shrah) in his Kitab al-Amālī pertaining to the 
marriage of Sayyiduna ‘Alt and Sayyidah Fatimah ®ats;. It contains the following: 
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Imam Jafar relates from his forefathers that Allah 3% proclaimed to all 
the inmates of Paradise including the angels, the souls of the Prophets and 


whoever else was therein: “I have given the dearest female to me in marriage 


to the dearest man to me after the Ambiya’.” 


It is astounding that the Shrah maintain the superiority of the Imams over the 
Ambiya’ whereas these narrations clearly establish the rank of Sayyiduna ‘Alt 
below the rank of the Ambiya’. 


The only apparent reason for this is that they have allotted the share of love for 
the Sahabah as well as the share of allegiance due to most of the Ahl al-Bayt to a 
few individuals only. Since the love of these twelve odd personalities has been so 
compounded and multiplied, it has exceeded all limits. In doing so, the Shrah have 
fallen prey to the error of the Christians; they exalted the status of ‘Isa Sl to the 
extent of divinity. 
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This entire example fits perfectly with the description of the inappropriately 
proportioned one-eye given previously. Reflect again on a person who has a 
beautiful structure and form but one of his eyes have become disfigured. The 
defective socket and its contents are then placed where the correct eye is, enlarging 
it and to twice its size, filling the vacuum with blackness. In the same way, the 
Shrah have maintained love for the Ahl al-Bayt and have disassociated themselves 
from the Sahabah; and whilst they may maintain the love of the Ahl al-Bayt, they 
have blown it out of proportion. Similarly, they have selected a few of the Ahl al- 
Bayt and branded the rest as deviates and disbelievers. The allegiance that was due 
to all of them has been compounded and directed to a few personalities. 


It is evident that just as an eye with such a description is most repugnant and 
unattractive, when one of the two, i.e. love for the Ahl-al-Bayt and veneration for 
the Sahabah—which are like the two eyes of iman—exist without the other, then 


such iman is also void of any attraction. 


Therefore, we are certain that even the Twelve Imams disapprove of such love and 
admiration. They would also wish that love for them be in due proportion so that 
it does not seem unsightly. Similarly, they would want the love for the Sahabah 
to be restored because the defect of one eye impinges on the beauty of the other 
eye. Thus, the beauty of Islam and tman can only be realised by maintaining both 


aspects. 


Rejecting the testimony of Allah and their Imams regarding Sayyiduna 
Abū Bakr al-Siddig ais 


Since the Ahl al-Sunnah consider securing the pleasure of the Ahl al-Bayt their 
greatest fortune, this humble servant of the Ahl al-Bayt conveys this message 
on their behalf to all the Shrah in general and to ‘Ammar ‘Ali in particular, that 
your extreme expression of love for the Ahl al-Bayt is unacceptable unless it is 
accompanied with equal admiration and veneration for the Sahabah #séits, 
Admiration and love is particularly due to his Companion of the Cave—Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr al-Siddiq—from all the Sahabah, who was the one who was given the title 
of a being a Sahabi by Allah himself, and this verse was discussed at length earlier. 
Similarly, the Imams have testified to his exalted position of being al-Siddiq and 
they have showered praise on him liberally. When this is the position he enjoys 
then vilifying him is nothing less than falsifying Allah and the Imams. In order to 
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avert such an eventuality, one would have to overlook every fault and flaw of his—if 
any—and one would have to acknowledge that such flaws and faults are on account 
of one’s own short-sightedness. It is impossible for Allah and the Imams to be in 


error! 


Instead, we ought to believe that what appears to be flaws are actually merits even 
though we do not comprehend it. We ought to accept that there is every possibility 
of lack of comprehension, intelligence, and wisdom on our part and there is nothing 
strange about this. Did not Mūsa ae, despite being endowed with the light of 
Prophethood and possessing perfect intelligence, not misunderstand Khidr’s sux 
actions? Did he not consider it oppressive when he damaged the ship and took the 
life of a young boy whereas these actions were perfectly in order and carried out 
by the approval of Allah 444%? Is it not strange that he objected to Khidr even 
after being directed by Allah to accompany Khidr and after he was made aware of 
the position of Khidr? This entire episode appears in Sarah al-Kahaf. 


Nevertheless, when a Prophet as exalted as Mūsa #x—who features prominently 
among the great Messengers and whose mention the Qur’an is replete with— 
could not appreciate the reality of Khidr’s actions, who was not a prophet of Allah 
according to the majority view and far lower in rank than Misa ae, then the 
Shrah who are neither Ambiya’ of Allah nor Awliya’ (pious servants)—but instead 
are bereft of all intelligence and wisdom—should never feel worthy of objecting to 


Sayyiduna Abt Bakr “adil, 


It is not farfetched for them to take objection to some of the actions of the leader 
of the Awliya’ of the Ummah; instead this is what logic dictates since this Ummah 
is the best nation and its Awliya’ are most superior in rank. What can be said of he 
who secured praise from Allah and from the Imams as well, he will most certainly 
be the best of all the Awliya’ without any doubt. Now, if the actions of one who is so 
exalted in stature cannot be understood even by the Imams and is not appreciated 
then too it is inconsequential and irrelevant as his rank is so elevated. 


Still the Shrah might insist that their Imams enjoy the most superior position 
according to them and even if Abū Bakr «ais; is virtuous, he could never be 
better than them or their equal. Therefore, we would like them to first accept the 
testimony and tribute of Allah Sts: and their illustrious Imams regarding the 
merits of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ais, then we will reply to this ShTT chain of thought. 
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If we were to accept that the illustrious Imams are superior to Sayyiduna Abū Bakr 
zeis then what would be the response to those verses—which have already been 
recorded—in which Allah has explicitly declared the Muh@jirin to be the best of this 
Ummah. Similarly, what would be the response to the verses which implicitly declare 
Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «dis to be the best of them all? If these verses are incorrect 
according to your wrong beliefs, then it is inconsequential because Nabi Mūsa Saxe 
also objected to Khidr because he could not understand the reality of his actions; he 
therefore considered kindness to be harshness and justice to be oppression. 


The incident of Nabi Musa and Khidr—An eye-opener 


Nevertheless, it is a demand of faith in Allah and respect for the illustrious Imams 
that the Shrah mistrust their own intelligence and acknowledge the position of 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #«éis—due to the testimony of Allah and the tribute of the 
Imams, which is recorded in the beginning and middle of this treatise—despite 
your belief of him being a heretic and non-believer. They ought to have kept the 
incident of Sayyiduna Misa and Khidr as an example so that their flawed intellect 
and warped understanding could be soothed by such a precursor. This incident has 
been recorded for moments such as these but the Shrah are bent on harbouring 
ill-feelings for the selected servants of Allah, thereby incurring the wrath of Allah. 
How knowledgeable and merciful is Allah for relating this incident but it is of no 
purpose to them. At the least, they should have submitted to the demands of faith 
in Allah and respect for the illustrious Imams, but alas! 


Even if Sayyiduna Abū Bakr erred it would be converted to a virtuous 
deed otherwise he would not have secured the tributes of the Imams 


If the above request was too difficult for them to accept and they are bent on 
finding fault with Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «<ais, then surely it is not difficult for them 
to understand that certain people’s misdeeds would be converted to righteous 
deeds in the hereafter. This appears in the Qur’an in the following verse: 
YP eee BS P y 1] a 
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Except for those who repent, believe and do righteous work. For them Allah will replace 


their evil deeds with good.’ 


1 Surah al-Furgan: 70. 
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Some Shrah may have reservations about this and confine this conversion of sins to 
those mentioned specifically in the verses before this and which were committed 
in the period of disbelief. Therefore, they could say that if any of Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr’s sins are converted to merits, it would only be those committed in the period 
before his reversion to Islam. As for those that were perpetrated later on, such 
as usurping the Fadak Estate which happened after the demise of the Prophet 


Acsaletiik, we see no reprieve for him. 


The answer to this would be that only those could entertain such misgivings whose 
hearts are filled with doubt and bereft of conviction. Even if the conversion of sins 
refers specifically to those perpetrated in the period of disbelief it nonetheless 
establishes Allah’s Sts;4\:2 capacity to convert sins into merits. Similarly, the sins of 
the era of disbelief are usually more in number and of a graver nature, and if Allah 
Sts: would convert these to merits then the vices perpetrated in the period 
of Islam are far less and relatively lighter. What difficulty could there be in their 
conversion to merits? In addition to this, the person in question is one who has 
been praised by Allah and the illustrious Imams, so doubting such a person’s Iman 
and virtue can only be the task of one who doubts Allah and the illustrious Imams. 
Therefore, when the man and rectitude of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «dis is established 
by Allah and the Imams then why would there be reluctance in accepting that his 
flaws would be converted to virtues? 


Repentance from sins secures entry into Paradise 


If they protest that the conversion of sins to virtues is conditional upon the person 
repenting and we are not certain that Abt Bakr “sé repented. Firstly, if conversion 
of sins is conditional then so be it, but if this is viewed against the praise showered 
upon him by Allah and the illustrious Imams then this surely demands that his sin 
has been converted to a virtue even though he did not actually repent. 


Secondly, if the conversion of sins is conditional then the testimony of Allah and 
the illustrious Imams provides ample evidence that he had repented before his 
demise. If he did not repent, then he would be deserving of criticism and scorn, not 


praise and compliments. 


But if the Shrah take objection and say that Allah Sts. praised him initially 
(and then too unknowingly) whereas these vices were perpetrated later on then 
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we must admit that the lord of the Shrah is such that he has no idea what would 
unfold in the future. As for our Lord, He possesses the knowledge of the unseen and 
all events are encompassed by His infinite knowledge of the infinite past and the 
perpetual future. Therefore, if according to their claim Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zás 
was evil, he would not have received praise from Allah. What need arose for Allah 
to make an incorrect statement and be embarrassed before the Shrah? 


If they do not have faith in Allah then they should at least accept the word of the 
illustrious Imams, who seem to enjoy a higher position than Allah according to 
them. As for Allah, He is a victim of their notorious dogma, Bada’, whilst the Imams 
are immune from this. In addition, the Imams have all-encompassing knowledge of 
the past and future. Thus, the only valid explanation for their praise of Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr diss is that his vice has been converted to virtue. 


Establishing his repentance from Shri reports 


If even this does not satisfy them then we have another response; Shřah reports 
attest that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «dis repented from the crime of usurping the 
Fadak Estate. Allah willing, we will produce this record shortly, which states that 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr handed over Fadak to Sayyidah Fatimah Geass. It also states 
that she was pleased by this gesture. Well, if this is not considered to be repentance 


from an error then what does repentance mean? 


One whose good deeds are weightier would enter paradise 


If this also does not dispel the kufr from their hearts, then we have another 
response. The Shrah would agree that after reckoning takes place on the Day of 
Resurrection, those whose good deeds are weightier would be admitted to Paradise 
and those whose bad deeds are more would be destined to enter Hell. 


Just in case they have a doubt about this fact, we present a Qur’anic verse which 
happens to be from the last portion of the last Juz of the Qur’an. This is so because 
whilst they have no knowledge of the Qur’an, they would at least be familiar with the 
basic recitals from the Qur’an. Consequently, the following is from Sirah al-Qari‘ah: 
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As for one whose scales are heavy (with good deeds), he will be in a pleasant life. As 
for one whose scales are light, his refuge will be an abyss. And what do you know what 


that is? It is a fire, intensely hot. 
Therefore, if one who has been praised by Allah and the illustrious Imams is sinful 
in any way, he would still be entitled to Paradise if his good deeds exceed his bad 
deeds. Now, despite all of this if one has reservations then it is similar to the saying: 

The plaintiff is confident, the evidence weak. 
Or like the Arabic saying: 
ell by Le g olas 2.2 ) 
The claimant and defendant are satisfied but the judge still harbours a grudge. 


Similarly, Allah is happy with him and so too are the illustrious Imams but the 
Shrah still have qualms about the matter. 


The promises of Paradise and forgiveness for the Muhajirin 


If this still offends the Shrah then let us assume that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr’s zás 
good deeds are not more than his evil deeds, then there is absolutely no doubt that 
he was from the early Muhajirin and among the first Companions of the Prophet 


izate, whose merits and virtue are contained in the commentary of the verse: 
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And the first forerunners [in the faith] among the Muhdjirin and the Ansar and those 
who followed them with good conduct, Allah is pleased with them and they are pleased 


with Him, and He has prepared for them gardens beneath which rivers flow, wherein 


they will abide forever. That is the great attainment.’ 


1 Strah al-Qari‘ah: 6-11. 
2 Strah al-Tawbah: 100. 
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This verse states that Allah is pleased with the forerunners of the Muhajirin and 
Ansar and they are pleased with Him and He has prepared Gardens of Paradise for 
them. Similarly, they have been promised the forgiveness of Allah and a tremendous 
reward from Him. So, assuming that his sins are excessive or worse that he was a 
compulsive sinner and transgressor, then too he cannot be criticised because the 
word of Allah is true and His promise must be fulfilled. Unlike the Shrah whose 
religion is completely obscure and whose words have no value. 


Nevertheless, these verses convince us that Allah is extremely pleased with 
Sayyiduna Abi Bakr 2zéii even if the Shrah are angry with him. Furthermore, their 
displeasure with Sayyiduna Abi Bakr “ai only entitles them to the displeasure of 
Allah and their illustrious Imams. 


It is impossible to fathom that the illustrious Imams know that Allah’s pleasure rests 
in a certain decision and they do not conform to it. Instead one can assert that on the 
basis of their nobility and purity, even if Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ais had infringed on 
their rights in any way they would willingly forego it and approve of all his actions, 
simply because they know that Allah approves of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zás, 


Similarly, there is no need for the Ahl al-Bayt to overlook his misdeeds or approve 
of him because if Allah is pleased with anyone, he will please all those people who 
have claims against him or ill-feelings for him. The Noble Qur’an therefore says: 


“7% POPE yo 
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And We will remove whatever is in their breasts of resentment, [so they will be] 


brothers, on thrones facing each other.’ 


This establishes that such people would be united in Paradise who had previously 
harboured enmity or rancour towards each other. However, when Allah admits 
them to Paradise, He will remove these sentiments from their hearts and they 
would be like brothers unto each other. The same should be applicable in this 
context too. 


Therefore, the Shrah are compelled to accept that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr al-Siddiq 
xed is entitled to Paradise because of the testimony of Allah and the illustrious 


1 Surah al-Hijr: 47. 
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Imams. As for the Ahl al-Bayt, the Sunnt and Shrah are unanimous about them 
being entitled to Paradise. However, considering their obstinacy, it would not be 
too farfetched to assume that the Shrah could actually dispute their admission 
to Paradise [simply because they are unhappy about their testimony in favour of 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr al-Siddiq #45]. Nevertheless, when both groups will enter 
paradise, their grievances would be resolved and their enmity would be history. 


Nabi Misa šast burning the calf was rational 


If the followers of ‘Abd Allah ibn Saba’ fail to understand even after such an 
elaborate response and they choose to be like the Bani Isra’1l who were swayed 
by one deception of Sāmirī and began worshipping the calf despite witnessing 
the phenomenal miracles of Nabi Misa sé, as a result of which Misa ake was 
compelled to destroy the calf—which cried out after being touched by the dust of 
Jibril #2k—so that it would bring them back to their senses and they could see 
that it was not an object worthy of worship. When it can be destroyed by a mere 
mortal how can it ever be regarded as an object of worship. In the same vein, if my 
elaborate arguments and evidence fails to make them understand then I should 
physically amputate the hands of ‘Ammar ‘Alī who can do no more than repeat the 
baseless allegations of the ‘Abd Allah ibn Saba’, so that it may serve as a lesson to 
those whom reason and logic does appeal to and display his lack of support. 


Basing the allegation of usurping the Fadak Estate on the verse regarding 
the rights of relatives 


As for the cunning manner in which ‘Ammar ‘Alī has presented his case regarding 
the Fadak Estate, it cannot stir the faith of those who are protected by Allah. Yes, the 
dim-witted, foolish followers of ‘Ammar ‘Ali—apologies if this seems offensive—do 
get ensnared in such traps. The details of this are as follows: In his correspondence 
to Mir Nadir Shah—which reflects no brilliance or any intelligence on his part— 
‘Ammar ‘Ali states the following: 


Consequently, Jalal al-din al-Suyati (in al-Durr al-Manthir), ‘Ali Muttaqi (in Kanz al- 
‘Ummal), Abū ‘Alī Mawsili and the author of Madarij al-Nubuwwah and many other 
scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah state that when the following verse was revealed, the 
Prophet #<sii{\> asked Jibril #2, who the “Dhū al-Qurba” refers to and what was 
their right: 
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And give the relative his right.’ 


Upon which Jibril Six% said that the “Dhū al-Qurba” refers to Fatimah, and that 
Fadak was her right. Consequently, the Prophet izak assigned Fadak to Fatimah. 
The reports which these scholars record establishes that the Prophet satie gave 
Fadak to Fatimah and that it belonged solely to her. 


When the Prophet scsaieaiii> left this world and Abi Bakr succeeded him, he took 
Fadak away forcefully and deprived her of any rights to it. Is this not usurpation? 


A historical assessment of the allegation of usurping the Fadak Estate 


Now listen to our response which is presented hereunder. Firstly, did it not occur to 
‘Ammar ‘Altand his accomplices that the allegation of usurping Fadak is a rather old 
and worn out allegation which the Shrah continue to unearth from time to time. 
Therefore, the Fadak issue is something which the scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah 
have responded to with conclusive evidence and stunning responses, such that it 
should deter any Shrah from even contemplating to bring up the issue again. So, if 
al-Sawa‘ig is not easily found—and al-Sawa‘ig is not available in print—then surely 
the Tuhfah Ithna ‘Ashariyyah of Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Muhaddith Delhwt is available. If 
not, then Mundzir be Badal—of Mawlana Haydar ‘Ali—is easily available in Lucknow. 
All the above have elaborate and unparalleled responses to the issue of Fadak. 
How inappropriate it is to repeat the allegation when the Shrah are mute in their 
response to these books? Forget feeling ashamed before Allah—if they possess such 
shame—do they not feel ashamed before people for repeating the issue of Fadak 
when they have no response to our rebuttals? 


No matter how silly someone maybe, if they receive a sensible and reasonable 
clarification to a misconception they are silenced and leave the matter to rest. 
However, this is the trait of cowards who can only wag their tongues and do no more 
than that. Whilst there is no need for us to repeat our response, it is important to 
uncover the reality since ‘Ammar ‘Alt has raised the issue with the perception that 
it is a valid allegation against the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


1 Sirah al-Isra’: 26. 
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The verse in question has no relevance to the issue of Fadak 


‘Ammar ‘Ali and his followers have no knowledge of the Qur’an and they never 
will have knowledge of it. If anyone wishes to prove this, then they should ask 
him in which Juz’ can the above verse be found in? Similarly, if he and the likes of 
him had any understanding of the Qur’an they would not have quoted this verse 
regarding the Fadak Estate at all. Consequently, the above verse appears twice in 
the Noble Qur’an; in Sirah Bani Isra’il and in Strah al-Rūm and both were revealed 
during the Makkan period of the Prophet isat life. Whilst the above fact may 
be common knowledge to scholars, any unlearned person may pick up any copy 
of the Qur’an and confirm this status of these two chapters. If the Shrah do not 
accept this testimony for any reason and they feel that the Qur’an would always be 
in favour of the Ahl al-Sunnah, then we would provide evidence to them from their 
resources. Consequently, al-Tabarsi states the following in Majma‘ al-Bayan: 
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Surah al-Rūm is a Makki Sirah, with the exception of the verse: “So exalted is 


Allah when you reach the evening and when you reach the morning.” 


Consequently, when al-Tabarst advocates that the Prophet scssciij\> gave Fadak to 
Fatimah zis and he asserts that Stirah al-Rūm is from the Makkan period, then 
we would like to ask him if there was any existence of Fadak at that time. The 
Fadak Estate only came into the Prophet’s ása% possession six or seven years 
after the migration to Madinah. Therefore, if for arguments sake any authentic 
Sunni reference were to suggest that this verse was revealed after the Conquest of 
Khaybar, then too the Shrah should have rejected it, based upon what is stated by 
their scholars. 


Thus, it is established that this is but an allegation of the Shr ah. However, if someone 


17 


were to suggest that “Makk1” also refers to a verse revealed in Makkah or in the 
precincts of Makkah after hijrah. Therefore, it is possible that these chapters are 
classified as “Makk?” on account of being revealed during the Conquest of Makkah; 
we would say that the background for the opening verses of Sirah al-Rūm as well 
as the circumstances relating to the following verse of Sirah Bant Isra’1l disprove 


this possibility: 
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And do not recite (too) loudly in your prayer. 


In addition to this, Dildar ‘Ali’s only refutation of the Ahl al-Sunnah’s reference to 
the following verse used to prove the prohibition of Mut‘ah was that it is a Makki 


verse: 


Except from their wives or those their ae hands possess.’ 


Accordingly, his refutation will only be valid if the common meaning of the terms 
Makki and Madani are implied (that Makki refers to revelation before hijrah and 
Madani refers to revelation after Hijrah]. In this case, Dildar ‘Alt concurs with our 
view and any other explanation by the Shrah has no merit. 


The implications of their interpretation of the verse 


Firstly, for those who insist that this is the correct meaning and interpretation of 
the words “Dhū al-Qurba” and “their rights”, do they not realise the implications 
of this interpretation. Whilst the Ahl al-Sunnah has the blessing of Iman and 
conviction and they are aware that the Shrah have fabricated this narration 
regarding Fadak, what about the perception that it creates for Jews, Christians and 
Hindus who may be conversant with Arabic, as they have no Iman and no regard 
for the Prophet’s sai honour? Are the Shrah not giving them the opportunity 
to accuse the Prophet isaf- of hankering after worldly gains and using the 
reference of Jibril s\ conveniently and cunningly so that nobody would contest 
what he has acquired for his daughter? 


The reality is that their interpretation has absolutely no relationship with the 
verse of the Noble Qur’an. This is because al-Qurba refers to every close relative 
and why should Fatimah ails be implied exclusively? The Prophet’s isai- 
many close relatives include Sayyidah Ruqayyah, Sayyidah Zaynab, and Sayyidah 
Umm Kulthtm who are his biological daughters according to the testimony of the 
Qur’an and credible Shri references. Consequently, al-Kaft of al-Kulayni—the most 


1 Surah Bani Isra’ll: 110. 


2 Surah al-Mu’minin: 6. 
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authentic reference of the Shr ah—affirms that they were no less than Fatimah gadis; 
in their relationship to the Prophet s<ssiciij\>. We have recorded this issue already. 
And if anyone were to say that their demise occurred prior to the revelation of 
this verse then we would refute it because they passed away in Madinah whilst the 
verse is Makki. 


Secondly, we attest that Sayyiduna ‘All, Sayyiduna ‘Abbas, Sayyiduna Hasan, 
Sayyiduna Husayn, Sayyiduna Ja‘far, and others were alive when the Prophet 
imak received the Fadak Estate and it is unanimously agreed upon that all 
of them were the very close relatives of the Prophet åsa. Why then did the 
Prophet ísak hand over Fadak to Fatimah als only and deprive the rest of 
their due right? And if anyone doubts this, then we present ‘Ammar ‘Ali himself to 
testify to the meaning of this verse. He says: “And O Muhammad; give your relatives 
their due.” 


The above establishes the meaning of al-Qurba. As for confining the implication 
of “their right” to Fadak, it is completely baseless and meaningless. Does it not 
occur to them at all that whilst such flaws could certainly be attributed to them, 
what if this criticism actually goes against Allah and His Messenger? Perhaps these 
collaborators felt that if Allah and His Messenger do not conform to our views, we 
would attempt to force them to conform to it even against their wishes. 


Thirdly, when they failed to give the Noble Qur’an its due for being the miraculous 
Word of Allah and when they failed to accord due honour to the Prophet isats 
they committed such a foolish act and fabricated reports which lack substance 
even in the view of those who are not too learned, making them doubt the very 
eloquence and profoundness which the Qur’an is acclaimed for. They could actually 
suggest that the verse be re-phrased probably in the following manner so that it be 
eloquent and precise: 


And give Fadak to Fatimah. 


Accusing the Prophet #s.<i{ of oppressing his relatives 


Fourthly, if the Fadak estate lawfully came into the possession of Sayyidah Fatimah 
geass prior to the revelation of this verse and, Allah forbid, the Prophet dcscciije 
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withheld it from her, then it would be correct to refer to it with the word “Their 
right” which means: “That which she is entitled to and which is her right.” This 
is because withholding that which is due to another is rightfully referred to as 
withholding the next person’s haqq. In this instance it would be justified if the 
word haqq is used and would be understood by common sense. 


Therefore, if ‘Ammar ‘All’s interpretation were acceptable and it is assumed—despite 
it being impossible—that the Prophet sai: withheld it from her, then it implies 
that Fatimah gáis already acquired possession of Fadak before the revelation of 
this verse. However, this is in conflict with the Shri view as they also refute that she 
purchased it. As for her gaining possession of it as a gift from the Prophet scsesijio— 
which is their stance—then they maintain that it occurred after the revelation of 
this verse. Their stance on Fadak is that it was a gift that the Prophet scsetijk> gave 
to Sayyidah Fatimah edi. Based on this, it is known that prior to a probable gift it 
is regarded as the possession of the owner until it is actually made over to the one 
intended to receive it. And since it is in the Prophet’s isat possession, it would be 
incorrect to interpret “Their right” to refer to the Fadak Estate. This highlights the 
foolishness of the one who has concocted such a report. 


Khums becomes forbidden for the Bant Hashim 


Fifthly, if we were to entertain ‘Ammar ‘All’s explanation and concede that “Dhū 
al-Qurba refers to Sayyidah Fatimah and “their right” refers to Fadak, then what 
would his response be if this implies that every instance in the Qur’an where al- 
Qurba appears it refers to Sayyidah Fatimah sail only. If so, it means that none 
of the Bani Hashim have any rights to the Khums with the exception of Sayyidah 
Fatimah Yas. This is based on their interpretation of al-Qurba and it appears in 
the following verse too: 
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And know that anything you obtain of war booty, then indeed, for Allah is one fifth of 


it and for the Messenger and for his near relatives (Dhi al-Qurba) and the orphans, the 


needy, and the [stranded] traveler." 


1 Sūrah al-Anfal: 41. 
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The above distribution of the khums is ordained by Allah 342 and the Muslims 
have no authority in this regard. Based on Dhū al-Qurba referring to Sayyidah 
Fatimah gáis only, would it imply that none of her descendants or none of the 
Banu Hashim are entitled to it after her demise? This is in conflict with the ShT1 
view as well which stipulates that half of the khums is for the Imam of the time and 
the remaining should be distributed to orphans, the destitute and travellers. Their 
reference to the Imam refers to one of the Twelve infallible Imams. Therefore, 
based on their interpretation, that which Sayyiduna ‘Alt zai received from the 
khums during his reign as the Khalifah, or that which Imam al-Mahdi would take 
is all haram and unlawful. 


If any Shrah were to suggest that despite the khums being due to Sayyidah Fatimah 
geass exclusively, the Imams have a share as they are her inheritors then I would 
say to them that is it not true that inheritors inherit according to the share allotted 
to them by the Noble Qur’an. Why then is the Imam entitled to half of the khums in 
exclusion to the rest of the Sayyid progeny? 


What about the spoils of war after the demise of Sayyidah Fatimah zis? 


Sixthly, if we were to accept that these few individuals inherited due to being the 
legitimate heirs of Sayyidah Fatimah zai, then what about the spoils of war which 
were obtained during the era of Sayyiduna ‘Alt ails as well as that which would be 
attained in the era of Imam al-Mahdi? Surely this cannot be regarded as the property 
or estate of Sayyidah Fatimah eéiis5 since possession and ownership demands that 
the person be alive. What would be the relevance of Allah’s words regarding the 
spoils of war then be if al-Qurba refers only to Sayyidah Fatimah gáis? 


Seventhly, when Sayyidah Fatimah diss did not have possession of it then how 
did the infallible Imams take a portion from it? Assuming that her heirs were not 
entitled to her share of the khums—which requires her possession over it first— 
but that they actually inherited her rights to the khums itself, then on what basis 
would the progeny of Sayyidah Fatimah eis inherit the rights to the khums 
exclusively, whereas the progenies of the orphans, travellers and destitute who 
lived in the era of the Prophet s<ssicsij\> are not entitled to the same? If inheriting 
the rights to the khums is valid for the Imams then it should also be applicable to 
the progenies of the orphans and destitute as well, irrespective of their financial 
status since inheritance after all is not governed by a recipient’s financial status. 
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Nonetheless, it goes without saying that the verse actually instructs the Prophet 
css to give all his relatives their full due and this meaning is clearly understood 
by anyone who has perception of the language. 


Eighthly, if al-Qurba refers to Sayyidah Fatimah wails and Fadak is her due, it 
implies that the Prophet ssi is absolved of his obligation to her simply by 
giving Fadak to her. As for the remaining wealth of the Prophet áz which he 
received before or after that, either as khums or as Fay’ (booty received through a 
covenant) or whatever else could be the purport of the word haqq, it should then 
be solely for the orphans, destitute and travellers. It is evident that Fadak is not 
even a thousandth portion of this entire sum. Therefore, based on the Shri view, 
Allah has been grossly unfair in this distribution as Sayyidah Fatimah weiss simply 
inherits a tiny portion of her father’s estate and the rest is for strangers. Is it only 
the Fadak Estate which Allah desired her to have? 


Even if this distribution of shares seems inappropriate, the Ahl al-Sunnah have an 
adequate response to it because we maintain the following: 


ST y di lad us 


That is the bounty of Allah , which He gives to whom He wills.’ 


IA b iy Ay F 9 
And Allah gives provision to whom He wills.’ 


But the Shrah have an issue with this distribution as they maintain that it is 
obligatory upon Allah to be just and fair in matters of this nature. So how tragic 
is it, Allah forbid, that Allah was unjust by giving less to those who were more- 
deserving and more to those who were less-deserving? 


Ninthly, if the Shrah were to turn around and place the blame on the Ahl al-Sunnah 
by saying that ‘Ammar ‘Alt has taken this report—of the meaning of this verse— 
from Sunni references and it is found in their very own books so if its implications 
are offensive then we are not guilty of any crime. In this case we would say to them 


1 Surah al-Jumu‘ah: 4. 
2 Sirah al-Nir: 38. 
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that this report is actually reported in Majma‘ al-Bayan of al-Tabarsi. Consequently, 
this report—which states that the Prophet ása- handed over Fadak to Sayyidah 
Fatimah upon the revelation of this verse—is transmitted from Abū Sa‘td al-Khudri 
and reported by Imam al-Baqir and Imam Ja far al-Sadiq. 


Why is the Fadak narration recorded in Sunni references? 


As for this report appearing in Sunnt references, the logical response to it is as 
follows: This report is a pure fabrication of the Shrah and the discussion in the last 
few pages affirms this. It should also be known that the Ahl al-Sunnah are not so 
gullible that they cannot discern between truth and falsehood. In addition to this, 
most of the Sunni scholars have memorised the Noble Qur’an and are therefore 
aware of the proper context of each verse; and they are also aware of all-resembling 
verses relating to any particular issue. In contrast to this, the Shrah with their 
crooked minds and their inability to retain the glorious Qur’an or understand verses 
in its proper context generally misconstrue the facts. It is by the grace of Allah that 
the Ahl al-Sunnah are immune from such folly and just as how gold and silver can 
be put to the test, the Ahl al-Sunnah check reports and narrations against the word 
of Allah, determining authentic from weak. Why then would they record such a 
narration which besides lacking authentic transmission and being in conflict with 
the context of this verse suggests through its very wording and content that it is 
unreliable? Instead, this is the scheming and plotting of ShTT scholars who thereby 
wish to sway simple-minded Sunnis from the straight path. 


The narration is in conflict with the context of the Qur’an 


Firstly, this narration is in conflict with the context within which this verse appears 
and I plead to those who have any sense of justice and impartiality to pay attention 
to this elaboration simply for the sake of justice. Therefore, consider the second 
ruki of Sirah Bani Isra’1l which commences at 


7 é $ a ” 
Sb) 3 3 
And your Lord has decreed 


and continues till: 
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And give the relatives 


Is the address here specific to the Prophet zati or is it intended for the general 
Ummah? It is evident that the address is directed to the Ummah in general. This is 
because all the following words have the plural personal pronoun: 


a2 of wa 
eves 5 YÍ 


That you [plural] not worship 


2 sae 2 alee o cde 
ee ak 

a Cb Le adel 2) 
a” we pe 


Your Lord is most knowing of what is within yourselves 


eae ae oso- T 
And do not [plural] kill your children’ 


Therefore, despite “When one of them nears old age” and “Give the Dhū al-Qurbā” 
appearing to be directed to the Prophet ssi, the reason for its singularity 
is simply because the Prophet saká is being spoken to and because this is a 
continuation from “Your Rabb has decreed”. Therefore, the reality is that despite 
“Give the Dhū al-Qurba” appearing to be an address to the Prophet Asi only, 
“That you not worship” and the likes of it and the nature of these commands make 
it evident that it is a general address to one and all. The only difference between 
“That you not worship” and “Give the Dhi al-Qurba” is that in the first case one address 
is directed to one and all but in the second case the address is repeated individually 
to each and every one to whom the address could be relevant. 


Ifit is said that “Give the Dhial-Qurba” seems to be exclusively directed to the Prophet 
Acai, since it is connected to “And your Lord has decreed”, then this matter needs 
to be referred to those who are acquainted with the science of Ilm al-Ma‘ani, who 
will explain the issues relating to an Insha’ (a directive) being connected to a Khabar 
(a statement). Since there is no conformity between the two, it simply cannot be 
connected to each other. Similarly, the issue of a past-tense verb being connected 


1 Surah Bani Isra’ll: 23-31. 
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to a direct command is also not in order. Therefore, if it is connected to anything 
then it (Give the Dhū al-Qurba) is actually connected to “That you not worship”. 


However, if it is said that “And your Lord has decreed” is apparently a khabar 
(information) but its implication is that of a direct command and this is based on 
“That you not worship” also being a direct command in the same passage then it 
would be said that just as “That you not worship” supports the fact that the khabar 
denotes a direct command, it also establishes that the command given here in 


these verses is all-inclusive and not exclusive. 


It wouldthen be relevant to ask why the address is not standard inthe entire passage, 
if the address is meant for the entire Ummah? Why is a plural personal pronoun 
not used throughout the passage or why is the singular one not used? Therefore, 
it would be said that when multiple commands are being issued at once and one 
particular command is more prominent then the others, or when it is perceived 
that those who are being addressed may be complacent about a particular issue, 
then it demands that the address be made directly to each and every individual 
concerned. Consequently, since the folly of shirk and the importance of kindness 
to parents is logical, it was not deemed necessary to add emphasis or to warn 
about its importance in strong terms. However, its precedence over the rest of the 
commands issued thereafter does signify its added importance. 


In this light, the rights of relatives are an issue which most people are complacent 
about. Based on this, it required added emphasis and the change of expression serves 
this requirement. Similarly, the command of Tawhid and abstention from shirk 
directs us about our relationship with Allah. As for the remaining verses regarding 
the rights of others and the prohibition of extravagance and waste it highlights the 
manner in which we should deal with the creation of Allah. Therefore, dealings are 
of two types: the manner of dealing with Allah and the manner of dealing with His 
creation. In the same manner, commands and prohibitions are also of two types. 


Since the object of these verses is to rectify dealings, and dealings occur between 
two parties, whereas the relationship with Allah and dealing with Him, all the 
creation are equal in this regard and Allah is One only; His relationship with His 
creation is the same. Therefore, this could be considered as one standard form 
of transacting. As for people dealing with people, each person is unique in this 
regard since every person’s relatives are different and the relationship with 
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each one differs. Therefore, the manner in which he deals with each one of them 
would be different. Consider then that when the relationship with Allah is one 
standard relationship, then one all-inclusive address was adequate and when 
the relationship with individuals is multi-faceted, then the address ought to be 
repeated and directed to each and every individual specifically. 


The address is specific but the implication is general 


If somebody stills has reservations after this explanation then it would simply be 
on the basis of being biased and prejudiced, but this would not affect our argument 
in any way because even if the address in “Give the Dhū al-Qurba” is directed 
exclusively to the Prophet jsa% then too it would be applicable to the entire 


Ummah. Consider the next verse which is as follows: 


Z 


3S FA a al 
PP 5:2 9S oe of ae ae ae Pe ran of 22A De y 7 47e ait 
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CN 
Whether one or both of them reach old age [while] with you, say not to them [so much 


as], “uff,” and do not repel them but speak to them a noble word. 


The Prophet scssictiii> began receiving revelation at the age of forty and he had lost 
both his parents by the time he was six years old. Now if this address is exclusively 
to the Prophet ssi then all that could be said is that although Allah Sanu, 
is speaking to the Prophet s<ssicsijk> the message is actually for the entire Ummah. 
Therefore, the situation with “Give the Dhū al-Qurba” is the same as this. 


Similarly, the philosophy of directing an address to the most prominent person is to 
emphasise its importance to all those who are lower in rank. A king may sometime 
direct an address to his most important minister or officer, thereby sending a clear 
message of its importance to the rest of his subjects. 


Therefore, “Whether one or both of them reach old age” establishes that even though 
the address is exclusive, the implication is general. 


The verse that follows regarding extravagance also proves that this is not some 
exclusive command for the Prophet ssi only and that compliance is mandatory 
by one and all. 
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Similarly, this passage establishes that parents are included under “Dhi al-Qurba”. 
In fact, their rights are highly emphasised here. “Give the Dhi al-Qurba” can only be 
regarded as an all-inclusive command if “their rights” denotes kindness to relatives, 
which is the obvious implication of this word and not the Fadak Estate. If it refers 
to Fadak then how could every Muslim possess a Fadak Estate to be handed over 
to his relatives? Therefore, the context in which this verse appears in Sirah Bani 


Isra’ll refutes the validity of that report. 


The verse from Strah al-Rim 


The same applies to this verse in the context in which it appears in Sarah al-Rūm. 
If one has to consider the verses carefully from: 


A ts a a e PE G a 
353) ens aU! ol 
Allah extends provision 


Until after: 


a 
W 
ae ie 


i 
BO Pd 
“ow Be E 
So give the relative his right,’ 


One would realize that although the address is to the Prophet scseiiji>, the 
implication is general. Consequently, the passage commences by saying that Allah 
Sse grants ample provision to whomsoever He wishes and He puts whomsoever 
He wishes under financial constraints. Following on this, Allah then commands the 
Prophet zań to grant the next of kin, the destitute and the travelers their due. 
Therefore, it is the wisdom of Allah which demands that people should experience 
financial constraints, thus their due must be given to them in the order in which 
they appear here. Allah then says that spending on these categories of people is 
better for those who believe in Allah and seek His pleasure, for they are the ones 
that will triumph. The verses that follow hereon also have a general implication. 
Consequently, from the manner in which “That is best for those who desire the 
countenance of Allah” has been phrased establishes that this injunction is general. 
If this were said to refer to the granting of Fadak, then we can make no sense of it. 


1 Sirah al-Rūm: 37-38. 
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Therefore, the Shi argument regarding Fadak was based on this verse of Sūrah al- 
Rum and its response has been provided. 


Misinterpreting the words “their rights 


If“their rights” truly refers to the Fadak Estate then there are two possibilities: either 
Fadak is the actual, literal meaning of the word “haqq” or Fadak is one constituent 
of the comprehensive meaning of “haqq”. This is like the case of a person having 
perception of a car’, enquires about it from the next person. Incidentally a car goes 
by, whereupon the second person says, “This is a car.” Now it is evident that this is 
not a comprehensive and elaborate response. Instead, it is one example of a car so 
that he may have an idea of the basic composition and components of a car. Based 
on this, could it be possible to assume that the Prophet ása was unaware of 
the implications of the “haqq” (rights) of relatives whereby Jibril se cited this 
example to give him an idea? 


Let us refute both the above possibilities and seek a third possibility so that we 
may understand why Jibril Sais% gave the response of ‘Fadak’ to the enquiry of 
haqq? Perhaps the Prophet izaki was enquiring about the quantity that is due 
to relatives, whereupon Jibril ása- offered the above response. 


It is evident that all three possibilities are irrelevant and inappropriate and that 
the term haqgq is self-explanatory and requires no clarification. 


As for the first possibility, who could ever claim that haqq means Fadak. Considering 
the second possibility, it could only be the audacity of ‘Ammar ‘Ali and the likes of 
him to entertain the idea of the Prophet isaks- being unaware of the meaning of 
the word haqq and it would be preposterous to assume that Jibril se used the 
example of Fadak to give him an idea of what haqq could entail. As for the third 
possibility—that the Prophet ása% was enquiring about the due portion to be 
given to relatives—whilst it can be a relevant possibility, it is also inadequate for a 
few reasons. Firstly, there is no limit to the rights of relatives and Ahl al-Sunnah and 
Shrah are unanimous on this. Secondly, if the question related to the portion due to 
relatives, the answer ought to have been given using fractions such as half one third, 
etc. Therefore, this possibility cannot be valid because the answer is not compatible 
with the question. If the Shrah accept this as the correct possibility then just as the 


1 The actual example is about a horse. We have substituted it for a car. 
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Ghurabiyyah (an old Shii7 sect) believed, they too ought to accept that Jibril sate 
was actually instructed to take the revelation to ‘Ali «dis; and he conveyed it to the 
Prophet asi in gross error. This is because attributing this shallow response to 
Jibril Sask is similar to the other folly attributed to him by the Ghurabiyyah. 


Therefore, all three possibilities are fundamentally flawed. Yes; if Fadak was in the 
ownership of Sayyidah Fatimah and the Prophet #ss{{> had taken control of it 
somehow, it would have been correct to interpret haqq as Fadak, but what can we 
do if not only the Ahl al-Sunnah but the Shrah too reject this idea of Fadak being 
in her possession before the revelation of this verse. It is unanimously agreed upon 
that Fadak belonged to the Prophet iza. 


Just as these three possibilities are incorrect, the same three possibilities would 
be incorrect when attempting to justify the interpretation of Dhū al-Qurba as a 
reference to Sayyidah Fatimah gáis. 


What about the share of the destitute and the traveller? 


Similarly, if the Prophet #sséij> was unaware of the meanings of Dhū al-Qurba 
and “their rights” then the words “destitute” and “traveller” are no less obscure. 
Especially if the question was about quantity, then such a question is more relevant 
in relation to the destitute and the traveller as there is no norm in society for 
allotting a share to them, whereas the rights of relatives are prevalent in all cultures 
and societies. So why did the Prophet s<s«zij\> seek clarification on the quantity 
due to relatives but failed to enquire about the due of the destitute and traveller? 


If it is conveniently stated that all these details have not been transmitted in this 
single report then we could accept it, but we would then ask you to produce the 
reports which stipulate the identities of these destitute people and travellers just 
as the identity of Sayyidah Fatimah had been stipulated. Such reports should 
also provide details about that which is due to them. This is because all three 
categories—Dhi al-Qurba, the destitute and the traveller—feature equally in these 
verses as well as in the following verse of Surah al-Anfal: 


Ay Baie eas Se 7 Bee sa 2. oloya E oa o 
AN GAS JAUS ace a OD eiei Ge peace Lal adels 
SAN ols ASLAN SUS 
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And know that anything you obtain of war booty, then indeed, for Allah is one fifth of 
it and for the Messenger and for [his] near relatives and the orphans, the needy, and 


the [stranded] traveler. 


Ifthey are mentioned collectively then why was the Prophet satie not concerned 
about that which is due to them as he was concerned about Sayyidah Fatimah 


Just as ahadith regarding kindness to the destitute and the traveller are profusely 
found in the reference books of Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah, the ahadith regarding 
the merits of kindness to relatives are equally profuse. Therefore, if the Prophet 
Acs was aware of their rights in light of these ahadith reported from him, then 
he was equally aware of the rights and dues of relatives by virtue of the ahadith 
reported regarding them. If there was no need to seek elaboration regarding the 
destitute and traveller, there was also no need for clarification regarding relatives. 


And if it is stated that the ahadith regarding kindness to relatives were only uttered 
after the revelation of these verses then the same would be said regarding the 
ahadith related to the destitute and the traveller. However, no one has a historical 
record of such reports. 


If this is a Madani verse it is governed by the verse of Surah al-Anfal 


The discussion relating to this verse thus far was based on it being a Makki verse 
and this is the case as accepted by all scholars, especially Shit scholars. However, 
‘Ammar ‘Alt has decided to differ with this view and has classified it a Madani verse, 
based on a report of Waqidi and Bashir ibn Walid. If we were to accept that it is 
Madani too and that it was revealed after the Conquest of Khaybar, then we would 
have a dispute over a particular issue. If we assume that this verse was revealed 
after Khaybar then there is no disagreement about the verse “And know that 
anything you obtain of war booty” being revealed before it and that all spoils of war 
were distributed according to the directives outlined in this verse. 


If this is the case, then there was absolutely no need for the Prophet ssaiexije to seek 
clarification from Jibril sax as “Give the Dhi al-Qurba their rights” has its precedent. 
Similarly, the preceding revelation of the verse of Sirah al-Anfal demands that the 


1 Strah al-Anfal: 41. 
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Prophet A<saic4ijk> was familiar with the details relating to relatives, orphans, the 
destitute and the travellers. 


Therefore, we have responded adequately to all possibilities regarding the narration 
of Fadak and for numerous factors it can be concluded that this narration is but a 
fabrication. The Ahl al-Sunnah have no reservations about the true nature of this 


narration. 


As for the verse “Give the Dhū al-Qurba”, it is clear-cut and does not require 
elaboration from the likes of the Fadak narration. It simply advocates kindness and 
good treatment of relatives, orphans, travellers and the destitute. In the case of 
relatives, they enjoy rights according to the degree of closeness and love, courtesy 
and humility is due to all of them. Parents deserve to be honoured and served; 
children must be loved and reared correctly; brothers and sisters must be treated 
with noble character and generosity. Therefore, whilst the address is directed to 
the Prophet sssicij\, the implications are general and every Muslim must comply. 
In no way does this verse instruct the Prophet #s«i{\> to simply settle the issue of 
family rights by giving Fadak to Sayyidah Fatimah as. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali—evidence of forgery and fabrication 


As for a professional and academic review of this narration in order to determine 
its veracity, it will be discussed shortly. To begin with, there is no doubt about the 
falsity of this narration simply on account of the dubious ‘Ammar ‘Alt expressing 
that it is found in authentic Sunni traditions. What could discredit this report more 
than the fact that “Ammar ‘All makes reference to it? This is because ‘Ammar ‘Ali's 
credibility and merit in transmitting reports is well-known. Consequently, the reality 
of his reports about Sayyidah Ruqayyah and Sayyidah Umm Kulthūm; the daughters 
of the Prophet dcsaieci as well as about Umm Kulthim—daughter of Sayyidah 
Fatimah :is.ic%ij>-—has passed earlier on. His zeal and determination to defend the 
ShTT view made him discredit Shri scholars and authentic ShiT references. His desire 
to establish an accusation against the Ahl al-Sunnah brought out the worst in him 
and if he had no fear of Allah whilst doing this, he could have at least felt ashamed of 
people and at least be concerned about putting his reputation at stake. But alas, the 
wonder of Tagiyyah, it settles both problems at once. 


Nevertheless, it is necessary to highlight the status of this narration for those who 
are in anticipation of such clarification, so that the position of the Ahl al-Sunnah 
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is evident and the deviation of the Shrah is established. Before proceeding with 
that, ‘Ammar ‘Alī could have a grievance as we have disgraced him by some of these 
remarks, but would we ever do such a thing? Your religion is deception through 
and through, and if our response exposes your steadfastness upon deception then 
you should be thankful for that. 


Six conditions for the validity and credibility of a book 


Firstly, books are written by people and just as people are honest or dishonest, wise 
or foolish, books would also be the same. Consequently, irreligious people have 
authored many books, contaminated them with their poisonous ideology and they 
have attributed these works to men of great learning and integrity. 


Similarly, many books were neither written for public review nor intended for 
educational benefit to the masses. Instead, they were written as personal manuscripts 
so that the author may review the narrations and investigate the reports thoroughly 
before presenting a final script. Some of these personal manuscripts were passed on 
to people without the due process being completed. 


Other books are extremely rare and very hard to come by. They are actually 
considered to be lost or non-existent. It has happened that irreligious people came 
upon these ‘lost’ works and then contaminated it before presenting it to people. 
At times, when disputing with the Ahl al-Sunnah, they attribute reports to such 
works in order to silence the Ahl al-Sunnah. This has been a trick of the Shr'ah 
throughout the ages. It is therefore imperative for the Sunni scholar to ascertain 
the narrations they quote and verify the source. 


The first condition: Factual substance 


Firstly, presenting facts to the reader should be the primary motive of the author 
rather than gathering tales and fictitious events, the purpose of whichis to entertain 
or amuse. If leisure-reading, thrilling and amusing the reader is the objective, then 
these types of books ought to be in the possession of each and every person. 


The second condition: Impartiality of the author 


The author must not be biased to anyone nor have any prejudice. His integrity in 
relating events must be so evident that there should be no reason to doubt what 
he says or writes. 


74 


The third condition: Familiarity of the author 


In addition to having integrity, credibility and truthfulness, the author must have 
complete or satisfactory acquaintance with the subject or branch of knowledge 
his book relates to. He should not be like the proverbial “half-baked Molvi’, who is a 
threat to one’s Iman, or the quack who poses a threat to one’s life. 


The fourth condition: Non-Obscurity in transmission 


Along with the above conditions, the book should be renowned throughout the 
ages and it should be passed on to us in every generation by people who meet the 
above criteria. If we do not stipulate this condition, then it demands that we accept 
the Old and New Testament just as we accept the Qur’an, since they are equally 
classified as the books of Allah. Could that ever be possible? 


The fifth condition: Authenticity [in hadith collections] 


In the case of hadith compilations, there is an added condition which is of 
fundamental importance; the author must undertake commitment to record only 
that which is authentic and genuine. This is similar to the manner in which the 
compilers of the six canonical collections of hadith have undertaken to record 
only that which is legitimate and authentic. It is for this very reason that these six 
collections are often referred to as Sihah Sittah. 


However, if the document is but a manuscript in which the author has recorded 
all the records which were available to him at that time with the intention of 
sifting them out later and retaining only that which is highly-authentic—as Imam 
al-Bukhari and Imam Muslim have done—or recording the weak and fabricated 
reports too along with its classification—as Imam Tirmidhi has done—but for 
some unforeseen circumstance he was unable to realise his objective, then such a 
document cannot be accepted verbatim without scrutiny. 


On this basis it would not be inappropriate to say that no author has produced the 
final script of his work in an instant. Consequently, it is credibly reported that Imam 
al-Bukhari gathered his Sahth from 600 000 ahadith that were available to him. In 
fact, Hafiz “Abd al-Razzaq reports that Imam al-Bukhart compiled his manuscript 
for Sahih Bukhari three times." 


1 Muqaddimah Sahih Bukhari - Matba‘ Ahmadi - Delhi. 
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It is therefore established that the scholars of hadith had manuscripts from which 
their final works were prepared. Let us assume that Imam al-Bukhari left behind 
his collection of 600 000 ahadith without having an opportunity to scan and review 
it, would anyone consider it reliable and valid? It is obvious that he scanned it 
because he did not regard all of it to be beyond a trace of doubt. When he felt this 
way about it, how could we compel ourselves to accept it simply because it was 
gathered by the leader of all scholars of hadith from then till the end of time? 


Therefore, if anyone comes across a hadith document of this nature—irrespective 
of who it was gathered by—it would be common sense that such a document has 
no relevance if the author did not accomplish the task of gathering the authentic 
narrations only and/or classifying the status of the narrations. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali on the other hand—the erudite scholar of hadith that he is—must be 
excluded from the list of those whom common sense appeals to as is clearly evident 
from his letter. But is not silence the best reply to a fool? 


Nevertheless, this condition is of fundamental importance and many people have 
been deceived by reference to unauthentic works of highly-acknowledged scholars 
of Islam. 


The sixth condition: Selecting between one of two non-reconciliatory reports 


If there is serious conflict between narrations and there is no possibility of 
reconciliation, then preference must be given to one by assessing the narrators 
of each report. If preference is not given to one over the other, then the Shrah 
and Ahl al-Sunnah would both consider their collections of narrations credible 
and this is simply not possible. Consequently, al-Kulayni states the Qur’an initially 
comprised of 17 000 verses, all of which were removed with the exception of that 
which remains in the scripts of the Qur’an today. In contrast to this, the credible 
Ibn Babuwayh states that the Qur’an is only that which is preserved till this day. 
Obviously both reports cannot be valid and both reports can also not be dismissed; 
one has to be preferred over the other. 


Having established this, it must be known that the particular narration which 
‘Ammar ‘Ali refers to, i.e. the Fadak report, and all other narrations supposedly 
from Sunni references, which the Shrah use as evidence against the Ahl al-Sunnah, 
are not valid references. The credibility of a person is questionable if even one lie 
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is established against him and ‘Ammar ‘Als deception has been discovered and 
exposed repeatedly. Subsequently the readers are aware of his remarks concerning 
the marriage of Umm Kulthim bint Fatimah ails, as well as his refutation of the 
biological association of Sayyidah Ruqayyah and Sayyidah Umm Kulthim with the 
Prophet s<siii\>, It is not necessary to repeat this as we have dealt with it more 


than once. 


Nevertheless, ‘Ammar ‘Ali has discredited many Shii reports and he has made 
numerous allegations in his letter to Mir Nadir ‘Alt. In addition to this, he has 
audaciously undertaken to forward credible references for the contents of his 
letter, if and when such references may be required. Besides discrediting his own 
references, little does he know that the credible works of the Sunni scholars whom 
he has referred to, refutes the reports which he ascribes to them. This matter will 


be presented shortly. 


Distorting and tampering with references 


Let us assume that these reports are found in some works of Sunnt scholars, then 
too these works are so rare and hard to find like the eggs of the Dodo bird. Forget 
memorising and retaining these works, the Ahl al-Sunnah have not even had the 
opportunity of seeing them ever. If these narrations supposedly exist in these 
works then just as how some Jews hypocritically adopted Christianity and then 
tampered with the Bible by adding that which makes no sense at all to it, a man 
from their progeny, ‘Abd Allah ibn Saba’, who was as crooked and deviant as them 
have always looked for opportunities to distort the din of the Prophet scsaieaiile and 
to destroy the teachings of Islam. Since the majority of the scholars of Christianity 
were not blessed to commit the Bible to memory and most of them were not 
diligent in preserving it, these distortions took root and the face of Christianity 


remains distorted forever. 


The meticulous preservation of the resources of the Ahl al-Sunnah 


The situation of the Qur’an is distinctly different; millions of the Ahl al-Sunnah 
have committed each letter of the Qur’4n to memory and thousands of scholars of 
hadith have strived diligently to protect the words and purport of the six canonical 
collections of hadith and many other hadith texts, thereby making it impossible 
for irreligious people to add or subtract anything from it. In fact, the abundance 
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of huffaz of the Qur’an and the multitudes of scholars of hadith is a distinguishing 
factor and a criterion of truth and falsehood between the Ahl al-Sunnah and the 
Shrah. Based on this elaborate endeavour, it has become impossible for them to 
alter anything from the Qur’an and the credible and reputable hadith references 
throughout the ages. Despite all their attempts and wishes, the promise of Allah 
that states: 


a = A i o 2 
Totes p oe te we sty (tes F087? 
Indeed, it is We who sent down the Qur’an and indeed, We will be its guardian.’ 


And 


EET Sie! Beye Peasy 
Og AIST 0S spo) 55 are aly 
Allah will perfect His light, although the disbelievers dislike it.’ 


Serves as a guarantee for the protection and preservation of the Qur’an and hadith. 


Defeated but not deterred in any way, they then decided to tamper with unpopular 
and seldom heard of references of the Ahl al-Sunnah, and they have contaminated 
them so deceptively that let alone the laity, a few Ahl al-Sunnah scholars also fell 
victim to these schemes. The report of Fadak and others which ‘Ammar ‘Ali records 


in his letter are some examples. 


However, the Ahl al-Sunnah has always found within its ranks scholars who 
are classified as Muhaqqigin [erudite research scholars], may Allah reward them 
abundantly. They saw through the plot and by the grace and mercy of Allah, and 
alerted the Ummah about it. They saw the signs of falsehood and dubiousness 
in these reports and taught us how to distinguish between truth and falsehood. 
Consequently, when we read the refutation of these reports, this will become 
evident. 


Nevertheless, the trickery of these cunning Shi7 scholars was successful as far 
as these unpopular, scantly available references are concerned. This is why the 
scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah deal with such references in the same manner in 


1 Sarah al-Hijr: 9. 
2 Surah al-Saff: 8. 
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which a Muslim would deal with the available Old and New Testament. Accordingly, 
the narrations of these references are verified against the narrations which are 
recorded in the six canonical collections of hadith, and that which conforms is 
readily accepted; that which is in conflict is simply rejected. Besides that which 
corresponds and those which conflict, the remainder of its narrations are judged 
against logical evidence. If it is in conflict with logical evidence, it would be 
rejected. If not, it is neither accepted nor rejected. Therefore, narrations which are 
found exclusively in these unpopular books also do not qualify for practice; instead 
they are neither accepted nor rejected, as is the case with reports found in the Old 
and New testaments. 


The credibility of the author does not necessitate the credibility of the 
compilation 


So, if the Shrah are not convinced about these references’ lack of credibility— 
simply because the authors subscribe to the creed of the Ahl al-Sunnah—then the 
Shrah must also maintain that just like the Qur’an, the Old and New Testament 
must also be considered authentic; simply because it is the Book of Allah too. And 
(based on their premise) if they do not consider the Old and New Testaments to be 
authentic, then (Allah forbid) it implies that they have no reliance and confidence 
in Allah! Well, the Shrah would not bother much about this grave allegation since 
Allah 45a really does not enjoy any credibility in their eyes. Consequently, they 
have no faith in the All-Encompassing Knowledge and Decisions of Allah and this 
leads them to hatching the doctrine of Bada’ (to account for lapses and mistakes). 


May the curse of Allah be upon this belief. 


Nevertheless, the Ahl al-Sunnah have no conviction in the contents of those 
references which are unpopular and rare, especially when the enmity of the 
Shrah is taken into consideration along with the repeated instances of deception 
perpetrated by leading Shit scholars. Therefore, these references of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah have been subjected to distortion just like the fate of the Old and New 
Testaments. 


A quotation from Tuhfah Ithna ‘Ashariyyah 


If some simple-minded reader feels that I am making a baseless claim then they 
may believe what they prefer to believe, but they cannot hold the same view about 
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the great luminaries of Islam. So they should consider what Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz 
“i5—who knows more about Shrah doctrine then the Shrah themselves—writes 
in the second chapter of the section on the “Deception and Schemes of the Shrah”, 
in his Tuhfah Ithna ‘Ashariyyah. We will reproduce the entire quotation verbatim for 


purposes of precision. 


The thirty-second scheme 


It has been a great endeavour of Shri scholars to include lies and to subject 
the works of the Ahl al-Sunnah to distortion, especially the texts of Tafsir 
and unpopular and hard-to-come-by hadith references, thereby supporting 
the Shri creed and dealing mighty blows at the roots of the Ahl al-Sunnah. 
Consequently, they have inserted the report relating to gifting of the Fadak 
Estate in some of the Tafsir texts by recording it under the exegesis of the 
verse (And give the Dhū al-Qurba their right). They record this incident 
as follows: When the above verse was revealed, the Prophet sie called 
Fatimah ais and gave Fadak over to her. 


But as it is commonly said that a liar has very poor memory, they failed to 
take note that this verse is a Makki verse and there was no existence of the 
Fadak Estate in the Makkan period of the Prophet's assis life. Similarly, the 
Prophet <ss&tijj ought to have made an endowment for the traveller and the 
destitute too, so that he would have complied with the injunction contained 
in this verse. Their fabricated report reflects poor forgery too since they 


ought to have said: 
J Es y 
He gifted Fadak to her 
instead of 
sia lalese 


He gave her Fadak 


Nevertheless, there are numerous examples of such distortion in the texts of 
Tafsir and Sirah, and the average—simple minded—Ahl al-Sunnah scholar is 


really shaken to the core when he comes across them. 


During the reign of Muhammad Shah, there were two affluent Shah in Delhi. 
They would write beautiful scripts of the six canonical collections of hadith, 
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Mishkat and Tafsir books, including therein reports which support the Shit 
creed. They would then commission lavish book-binding with gold and silver 
decorative work done upon the cover and then sell these books at a measly 


price to an unsuspecting customer. 


Agha Ibrahim ibn ‘Alt Shah—one of the noted Safavid rulers—employed this 
very same scheme in Isfahan during his era. However, his scheme did not prove 
to be effective because the popular references of the Ahl al-Sunnah are so 
easily and excessively available that such distortions cannot gain acceptance. 
As for unpopular references, the Ahl al-Sunnah accord no credibility to it at 
all. This is why (with limited exception of narrations that pertain to advices 
and admonitions) the Muhaqgqiqin scholars reject any reference or citation 
from unpopular Ahl al-Sunnah references. In fact, they would deal with it like 
the scriptures of previous prophets of Allah, which cannot be used as a basis 
for any action or belief. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali ascribes some Shii references to Ahl al-Sunnah scholars 


If out of consideration for ‘Ammar ‘All we were to overlook this and spare him 
and his ‘illustrious’ elders from the crime of distorting Ahl al-Sunnah references it 
would still be of no avail. (The treachery is still glaring and evident). This is because 
the references which he refers to in his letter, are some which no Sunni scholar has 
ever heard of, and there is reference made to some Ahl al-Sunnah scholars without 
anybody being able to verify their association to the Ahl al-Sunnah. Consider his 
reference to Tarikh Al ‘Abbas; not a single Ahl al-Sunnah scholar may have heard 
about it. Instead, these are those references regarding which Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz 


gee 


áe writes: 
The twenty-first scheme 


They sometimes attribute a scholarly work to a scholar of the Ahl al-Sunnah 
and fill it with reports criticising the Sahabah as well as fabricated reports 
that strike at the roots of the creed of the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


Therefore, if a reference of this nature really does exist (i.e. Tarikh Al ‘Abbas) then it 


is but the handiwork of a cunning ShīT scholar. 


Similarly, some of the Ahl al-Sunnah references he refers to are compilations of 
Ahl al-Sunnah scholars who lacked proficiency in the science of hadith or the 
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science of Tarikh. Therefore, they were unable to distinguish and ascertain truth 
from falsehood. A reference of this nature is Ma‘arij al-Nubuwwah. Yes, if he were 
to record a quotation from Madarij al-Nubuwwah instead, it would have been a 
different matter altogether, but what would ‘Ammar ‘All find of use in a reputable 
book such as Madarij al-Nubuwwah? 


A word about ‘Allamah Suyuti’s compilations 


Some of the references which ‘Ammar ‘Ali has referred to have been compiled by 
those who had complete proficiency and vast knowledge of hadith like ‘Allamah 
Jalal al-Din al-Suyūțī. However, the specific compilation which he refers to is not 
one of those books wherein Jalal al-Din undertook to gather only that which is 
authentic and accurate. Instead, the scholars of Islam are aware that he collected 
all kinds of reports therein as the name Jam‘ al-Jawami itself suggests. 


As for his Tafsir al-Durr al-Manthir, he gathered baseless reports therein too, with 
the intention of distinguishing between authentic and baseless reports. The same 
applies to the Mawdi‘at of Ibn al-Jawzi. Although these two compilations contain 
all kinds of reports, they do not appear without a classification. The very purpose 
for gathering and classifying these reports is to avoid a situation where some 
wretched deceiver, like ‘Ammar ‘Ali, may utilise such reports to misguide simple- 
minded Muslims. This was also the practice of the former scholars of hadith like 
Imam Abū Dawid and Imam al-Tirmidht; they classified reports and expressed the 


weakness contained in some. 


Rare references 


The balance of the ‘Sunn? references which he refers to are so rare that even if he 
were to claim that all Shit beliefs and practices conform to its contents then too 
no one should be fooled by such an assertion. People of integrity have a strong 
conscience but does a liar have any fear? The inconsistencies and deceit in his letter 
is sufficient testimony to this and such deceit and is the ‘honourable’ tradition and 
legacy of his religious leaders. Consequently, Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz states the following: 


The twenty-second scheme 


This is the scheme of ascribing reports of criticism against the Sahabah and 
reports in support of Shri beliefs to references of the Ahl al-Sunnah which 
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are rare and non-existent, whereas those books are free of such reports. Since 
these references are not easily available, reference to them perturbs the 
common Muslim and they begin to wonder how these inconsistencies could 
ever be reconciled. However, there is no cause for concern because even if 
such reports are correctly transmitted from the said references the only need 
for reconciliation only occurs if the reports are of the same calibre as far 
as authenticity, popularity, profuse transmission and clarity of purport are 
concerned. When these criteria cannot be established about these unknown 
reports then they could not challenge reports which are authentic, well- 
documented, profusely transmitted and absolutely clear in purport and 
content. 


Added to this is the fact that the Shrah only transmit these dubious reports 
from unavailable references or from references the authors of which have not 


undertaken to submit only that which is authentic. 


Al-Irbili—the Shīī author of Kashf al-Ghummah—and al-Hilli—author of al- 
Yaqin—transmit and document a multitude of these dubious reports and 
then boast a false victory over the Ahl al-Sunnah. Ibn Ta’is has filled his 
compilation with such reports and he feels that he has established heinous 


allegations against the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


Nevertheless, when their deceit is clearly established in many ways what can be 
expected about their transmission from unavailable references? Therefore, one 
must be convinced that there is no existence of such reports in the said references. 
If it were to be assumed that it is contained in these references, then it can only be 
a distortion perpetrated by their cunning scholars. In addition to this, many books 
were left in their manuscript phase without the authors having an opportunity to 
prepare the final edition or without them classifying each and every report and 
clarifying its status. 


The opinion of the Muhaddithin about Waqidi 


‘Ammar ‘Alt has also made reference to some books like Tarikh Al ‘Abbas which 
are unheard of and whose authors are unknown, and he has the audacity to say, 
“like the Tarikh Al ‘Abbas, which is one of the reliable references of the Ahl al-Sunnah.” 
In addition to this, the report from this particular reference is transmitted on the 


authority of the notorious Wagqidi, whose accurate reports are also viewed with 
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scepticism. I wish to highlight the comments of the Muhaddithin regarding him 
to put things in perspective. Consequently, Majma‘ al-Bihar, quotes Imam Nasa’I — 
who is one of the compilers of the six canonical collections of hadith—as saying 
that there are four great liars who are known for fabricating hadith. These are: 
Ibn Abi Yahya in Madinah, Wāqidī in Baghdad, Muqātil ibn al-Yaman in Khurasan 
and Muhammad ibn Sa‘td in Syria. Sharh al-Shifa’ states that there is unanimity 
about the unreliability of Waqidt. It also quotes Imam Shafi as saying that the 
compilations of Waqidi are baseless. Now ‘Ammar ‘Alī should reflect that when 
Tarikh Al ‘Abbas is an unknown reference and the quotation from it is transmitted 
by none other than Wagidi, then how could such facts be used as evidence against 
the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


However, if the religion of the Ahl al-Sunnah were based on fictitious reports as the 
Shri creed is, then there would be no harm in accepting such a fallacious report 
of Wagqidi from Tarikh Al ‘Abbas. Nevertheless, citing such a reference to simple- 
minded unwary and unlearned Sunnis is the height of treachery, deception and 
shamelessness. The scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah are aware that even if such a 
reference exists, it must be the handiwork of some deviant Shrah. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali’s proficiency in Islamic history 


It does not seem that ‘Ammar ‘Alt has the potential to be so devious. Instead, this 
must be the mastery of some crooked soul, possessed by the devil. If one has to 
consider that ‘Ammar ‘Alī has actually attached the title of al-Rashid to Ma’mtn, 
then he surely lacks the academic capability to stir such controversy. 


Nevertheless, it is really despite his great proficiency that ‘Ammar ‘Alt is still 
confused about who actually bears the title, al-Rashid; Is it Hārūn or Ma’mtin? You 
are so convinced about the Fadak Estate being unduly withheld from its rightful 
inheritor that it perhaps surpasses the conviction you have about the oneness of 
Allah and the Nubuwwah of the Prophet fsa. Similarly, you are so fanatical in 
your opposition to the Ahl al-Sunnah that you lose control of yourself. 


So is there anyone to restrain ‘Ammar ‘Alt so that we could put all matters into 
perspective for him and there is much more which he is unaware of. Some of this 
is as follows: 
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The Fadak Estate was from Fay’ 


Firstly; the following verse which appears in Sirah al-Hashr establishes that whether 
it is the question of the Fadak Estate or otherwise, all of this (booty) is unanimously 
classified as Fay’, and the Prophet ssi did not have sole possession over it. 
Allah Ta‘ala says: 


$ r 
o 7 7. ae ae "P A g 
al ow Cle aUbi G 
And what Allah restored to His Messenger! 


Therefore, it can be understood what category of Hibah (giving a gift) applies to 
the Fadak Estate if it is assumed that the narration of giving it to Fatimah Gais is 
acceptable in the discussion relating to the inheritance of the Ambiya’. This is a 
discussion on the hadith: 


äs LS yp lec J p y 
We (the Ambiya’) are not inherited from, whatever we leave behind is charity.’ 


In fact, it would be established with certainty that the narration of giving Fadak 
to Fatimah gáis is baseless because this narration would be in conflict with the 
Qur’an. Any narration that is in conflict with the Qur’an is unanimously baseless. 


Similarly, the reliable and popular references of the Ahl al-Sunnah contain 
narrations which are more explicit about Fadak not being given to Fatimah gáis 
than the dubious narrations of ‘Ammar ‘Alt from unknown sources about it being 
given to her. So who would be so foolish to discard authentic, transparent, and 
explicit narrations for the baseless fabrications recorded by ‘Ammar Ali? And who 
besides ‘Ammar ‘Alī could have faith in such fables? 


If you are not convinced about this, consider the following authentic narrations 
regarding Fadak: 

The history of the Fadak Estate in the first period of Islam 

The following narration appears in Mishkat, which is a very popular reference of 


the Ahl al-Sunnah. It contains a report which is transmitted by Imam Abū Dawid 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 7. 
2 Sahih al-Bukhari, Hadith: 6346. 
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on the authority of Mughirah ži. The report states that when ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al- 
‘Aziz ion Marwan became the khalifah, he gathered the prominent members of the 
family of Marwan and made the following address to them: 


glare OF atl Lebl Ly egal Lee cae a ple Ge pre de kes 
pets o> le gale Ul ee WI py the 3 Wis 1 Gd 
ple g ache al cle WU pny foe lor led foe SS gl dy Lb ald 
Ls for Led foe UES oy poe ly Ll ied Gate Ue Sle 3 
Spl ee Oe pod ola e Oly ye gabl ad al oe > Mee 
hg Gee ded Lab whas g ale al he al Dp sare ol oul 
ale al le UI Spey ge de pu CIS Le le [S225 JI Sigs] 

rea Sala ples 
The Prophet «si possessed Fadak. Therefrom would he spend, take care of 
the young of the Bani Hashim, and get their spinsters married. Fatimah asked 


him to give it to her but he refused. It remained like this during the lifetime of 
the Prophet sei until he passed on. 


After Abū Bakr was appointed khalifah, he administered it just as the Prophet 


dcssiets administered it during his lifetime until he passed on. 


When ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab was appointed as khalifah, he administered him 
just as they had until he passed on. 


Thereafter Marwan divided it. And now it has come into the possession of 
‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz. I felt that I do not have right over something the 
Prophet Acss&i{> prevented Fatimah from. I therefore make you witness that I 
have returned it to what it was i.e. during the era of the Prophet Asie, Abū 


Bakr, and ‘Umar. 


This is the translation of the narration as it appears. However, someone with ‘Ammar 
Ali’s academic credentials should not think that Marwan assumed possession of 
Fadak immediately after Sayyiduna ‘Umar «<i, as the apparent wording of this 
narration suggests. Rather, this is a summary of the narration and it implies that 


1 Sunan Abi Dawid, Hadith: 2972. 
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Marwan was the first person who made a change in the status of the Fadak Estate 
when he assumed the khilafah. Historians are unanimous that the Sayyiduna 


Bre ita, 


‘Uthman «és also dealt with Fadak like his predecessors. 


Firstly, the evidence that this narration has been shortened is found from the 
Arabic word Agta‘aha. This word signifies that Marwan made it his personal 
possession and this could only be possible under his reign, which is apparent from 
the word for those who have any knowledge of Arabic. Naturally, this could only 
be the prerogative of the khalifah. Secondly, if the narration must be accepted as 
is then it implies that Marwan assumed the post of the khalifah immediately after 
Sayyiduna ‘Umar «<i and he remained in this position until he was succeeded by 
‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz. Anyone who is familiar with history knows that both of 
these facts are incorrect. 


Nevertheless, the affairs of Fadak were then entrusted to Sayyiduna ‘Uthman 
zís, where after it was overseen by Sayyiduna ‘Alt «iss, which is unanimously 
agreed upon by Sunni and Shi scholars. When Marwan came along, he took it as 
his personal property and dealt with it as such. Marwan was succeeded by many 
Khulafa’ until the matter of khilafah came to ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz. 


Brevity of this nature is a common occurrence and it occurs frequently in the 
Noble Qur’an too. Consider the stories of Sayyiduna Yusuf i£% and Sayyiduna 
Musa Sisk, 


Nevertheless, the scholars, the historians, and Muhaddithin are unanimous that 
Fadak and other possessions of the Prophet ása% were overseen by Sayyiduna ‘Ali 
and Sayyiduna ‘Abbas ®ais during the reign of Sayyiduna ‘Umar ails. Sayyiduna 
‘Alī then enjoyed complete authority over it with the exclusion of ‘Abbas z«śis. 
After the demise of Sayyiduna ‘All, its matter was taken over by Hasan diss and 
then by Husayn ails. It was then overseen by Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin and Hasan ibn 
Hasan. Finally, Zayd ibn Hasan—the brother of Hasan ibn Hasan—assumed control 
over its affairs and its returns were utilised according to them. 


Having said this, it must be borne in mind that Mishkat is a popular reference which 
is known to one and all and Sunan Abi Dawid is one of the six canonical collections 
of hadith. When a narration is recorded in such acclaimed and authentic references 
then its authenticity speaks for itself. Similarly, this narration is so explicit about 


87 


Fadak remaining in the possession of the Prophet <ss&ai< till the end of his life 
and that the Prophet ása% withheld it from Sayyidah Fatimah zás despite her 
request for it. This is similar to the manner in which a wise doctor or nurse forbids 
a patient from something on account of its detriment. The Prophet’s izai 
refusal to make over Fadak to the best of the Ahl al-Bayt is of this nature. (Why 
would the Prophet ása% not withhold it from her when the actual revelation 
of the following verse occurred after demands for material provisions were placed 
upon the Prophet ssai: 


o 3 2 Oe ee 3 o d a 
Zo Z ogr Fe a 0 OF A 0 Be AAA H «ap $ Fy Sirs 
Allah intends only to remove from you the impurity [of sin], O people of the [Prophet’s] 


household, and to purify you with [extensive] purification. 


The difference between Hibah and ‘Ata’ 


Nevertheless, the above narration of Mishkat clearly rejects the claim of Fadak being 
officially and exclusively given to Sayyidah Fatimah as a Hibah (gift). As for the Shit 
narration which claims that it was given exclusively to her as a gift, it is not explicit 
in stating that it was a gift to her. This is because the Arabic term which appears in 
that narration, the translation of which has been provided by ‘Ammar ‘Allis: 


s 


lalke| 
Gave to her. 


The above word is general in its purport; it could refer to that which is regarded in 
the Shar terminology as Hibah and it could also refer to loaning an item or giving 
temporary use thereof to someone. The evidence for this is that its translation in 
Urdu (and in English) is: to give something. Therefore, if the exclusive term of Hibah 
is not used, then concluding that Fadak was given to her cannot be established 


from ‘Ammar Ali’s narration. 


Now analyse these two reports; one appears in Mishkat and the other is recorded 
in ‘Ammar’s letter. Consider the authenticity, clarity and explicitness of the former 
against the weakness, ambiguity and lack of clarity of the other. Which narration 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 33. 
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is weightier? Even ‘Ammar ‘Alt would conclude that the worthier and more 
acceptable narration is that which appears in Mishkat, if he were rational and he 
applied common sense. 


If by some impossible assumption the narration of Hibah of Fadak does appear 
in the references he recorded and the integrity, credibility and scholarship of its 
compilers is acceptable, and the word A‘atahd refers to Hibah, then too it would be 
said that these compilers gathered these narrations as a rough manuscript with 
the intention of distinguishing and sifting that which is valid from that which is 
baseless. This is the case with many compilers and authors. However, they either 
passed on before accomplishing their objective or they did not get time to deal 
with it. Therefore, many fabricated ShTT reports appear in their works and some 
people falter and err on account of being unaware of the true nature of events. 


A word on these baseless narrations 


We are able to provide testimony about this from the writings of Shah ‘Abd al- 
‘Aziz, who was the greatest scholar of his era in the field of hadith. He states the 
following in his Tuhfah: 


The author of Jami‘ al-Usil says that Khatib Baghdadi—one of the latter 
Muhaddithin of the Ahl al-Sunnah—gathered the ‘ahadith’ of the Shrah 
from Sharif Murtada—who is one of greatest scholars of the Shrah—with the 


intention of assessing them for any traces of veracity. 


Prior to this, Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz states that when the latter scholars of hadith 
found that their predecessors had successfully gathered all Sahih (authentic) and 
Hasan (sound) ahadith and there was no scope for additional research on this, they 
decided to direct their energies to those narrations which are either classified as 
Da ‘if (weak), or a fabrication, or the text and chain of transmission of the hadith 
has been distorted. They subsequently gathered all these narrations intending 
to assess them thoroughly and clarify their position and perhaps sift the content 
which is sound and established from that which is baseless. In many instances, 
they either passed on before accomplishing their task or they did not have the 
liberty of time to do so. However, this task was undertaken by scholars of hadith 
who succeeded them. Ibn al-Jawzi—whom ‘Ammar ‘Ali refers to as well—is one such 
Muhaddith. He has distinguished that which is fabricated from that which qualifies 
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to be classified as Hasan li Ghayrihi'. ‘Allamah Suyūțī had the same ambition when 
gathering reports in his Tafsir, al-Durr al-Manthar, and he explicitly states this in the 
introduction to his work. Summarised from Tuhfah. 


The Shrah take support from reports rejected by the Muhaddithin 


It would be evident to the reader by now that the Sunni references which ‘Ammar 
refers to are no more than compilations which record unacceptable and fabricated 
narrations in order to highlight their actual status. ShīT scholars narrate these 
reports whereas the reality is that the compiler may have only succeeded in 
gathering them, not scrutinising them and clarifying their status. 


However, there is reference made to books such as al-Durr al-Manthir and the 
books of Ibn al-Jawzi. If these books do contain narrations which the Shrah use 
in their arguments against the Ahl al-Sunnah, then the appearance of these 
reports is just like how Tuhfah, Muntaha al-Kalam, and Sawaqi', etc. record the 
(false) narration of Fadak being given to Fatimah eas as Hibah. Who does not 
know that Tuhfah does indeed record this narration but it classifies it as baseless 
at the same time. 


‘Ammar ‘Ali is very shrewd because (he records references wherein these narrations 
appear but he does not state that these authors actually rejected them, but) he does 
not make any reference to Tuhfah or the compilations of Mawlana Haydar ‘Alt (who 
also recorded these narrations and expressed its true status). Had he recorded these 
books he could have scored two extra points; firstly, his list of Sunni references (in 
his favour) would be lengthier and his readership are well acquainted with these 
two personalities. The acquaintance which people have with Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz and 
Mawlana Haydar ‘Ali is greater than the acquaintance with the former scholars 
of Islam. Similarly, it is well-known that these two scholars played a great role in 
combating Shrism. Therefore, mentioning their references would not constitute 
a lie and the common Muslim would really be swayed by this thinking that if an 
acclaimed and world-renowned scholar like Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz has recorded these 
narrations then they must be acceptable. 


However, since the books of Mawlana Haydar ‘Alī and the Tuhfah of Shah ‘Abd al- 


‘Aziz are in Persian and there are many people who are well-versed in Persian, he 


1 A terminology in hadith verification. 
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apprehended that someone may actually get hold of these books and discover the 
actual reality. 


Shame be upon this degree of integrity. If he wished to adopt fraud and deception 
as a profession, he could have used this skill for trivial material gains. Why blemish 
Islam and disfigure the religion of Muhammad scsaie2ii>? However, it is good that 
you intended to deceive the Ahl al-Sunnah who are able to get rid of such frauds 
with utmost ease. 


One could not predict what would be the fate of the Shrah if they were subjected 
to such fraud and deception. When their esteemed scholars cannot distinguish 
the reason why a particular narration appears in a particular reference—for 
justification or for rejection—then it is very possible that ‘Ammar ‘Alt may soon 
go on to say that (Allah forbid) Allah calls His Messenger a magician, one who has 
lost his sanity, and one who fabricates. It is not far-fetched that the blinded Shrah 
may embrace such a view not realising that Allah Sts;4\:2 quotes the words of the 
disbelievers in these instances for purposes of refuting it. 


Nevertheless, no Muslim should be deceived by this shrewdness and cunningness. 
Many such Dajjals have attempted to distort the true teachings of Islam and the 
actual beliefs of Muslims. In pretending to be learned and proficient scholars of 


Islam, their errors give ignorance a complete new dimension. 


The reference of Al-Durr al-Manthtr 


Thus far, we have briefly examined the credibility of this narration, regarding the 
gifting (Hibah) of the Fadak Estate to Sayyidah Fatimah adil, in the references 
recorded by ‘Ammar ‘Alt. However, it would be appropriate for us to elaborate on 
this issue and put the matter to rest once and for all. 


However, since the reputation of the book Al-Durr al-Manthur precedes itself and 
may leave one in doubt—let alone the common masses but even a few neophytes 
amidst the scholars—chiefly due to the reputation of the author, who carries the 
epithet of Seal of the Muhaddithin and Termination of the Mufassirin, and his numerous 
literary works, particularly his completion of the famed commentary on the 
Qur’an—Tafsir al-Jalalayn, which has reached universal fame. Thus, I thought it only 
appropriate to elucidate upon the credibility of this narration in light of his own 
literary works (as opposed to any other). 
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Therefore, I commence by saying that the appearance of this narration in Al-Durr 
al-Manthar is irrelevant because the very purpose of this collection is to distinguish 
between authentic and forged narrations. So, let alone this particular narration, it 
has a host of fabrications besides it. But credit must be given to ‘Ammar ‘Alt for his 
brilliance and integrity for referring to such a text to support his argument against 
the Ahl al-Sunnah. If this is what deductions are all about and if this is the manner 
of establishing facts, then tomorrow he may just end up saying that Nabi ‘Isa sce 
is the son of Allah because it appears as such in the Qur’an (even if it may have been 
for the purpose of refuting this belief). 


The explanation of Dhū al-Qurba in Jalalayn and al-Itqan 


If on account of the scarcity of Tafsir al-Durr al-Manthir one is hesitant upon 
accepting this, then he may refer to Tafsir al-Jaldlayn or al-Itqan which have been 
published and are widely available in this part of the world. Jalālayn is the more 
prominent of the two as it is a fundamental to the study of tafsir, just as Mizan 
al-Sarf is to understanding Arabic grammar and etymology. So, let us see what 
explanation he has given to the word Dhi al-Qurba and Haqqahu which appears in 
the following verse: 


si / \-0o a A e 
aa No WII ols 
And give the relative his right! 


Had the contentious narration been valid according to him, he would not have 
hesitated to document it and clarify its status. Assuming that brevity was the 
primary objective of Jalalayn and he could not accommodate detailed reports in it, 
he could at least have recorded “Fatimah al-Zahra” after Dhū al-Qurba and the word 
“Fadak” after Haqqahu. This is also the trend in Jaldlayn that if the explanation of 
any verse or word is established from a hadith, brief reference is made to it in the 
manner described above. In fact, references to hadith texts are supplied at times 
too. 


In addition to this, it can be established from al-Itqan that the contentious narration 
is a fabrication. This is because under discussion on Makki and Madani chapters, 


1 Surah al-Isra’: 26. 
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Hafiz al-Suyiti classifies the chapters of the Qur’an in two sections; those which are 
unanimously Makki or Madani, and those regarding which there is a difference of 
opinion about it being either Makki or Madani. As for Sarah al-Rim and Sirah Bant 
Isra’1l, it is unanimously agreed that they are Makki and Hafiz al-Suyiti transmits 
this report with some sound chains of transmission. Therefore, Hafiz al-Suyūțī 
establishes that there is no disagreement about them being Makki. 


Taking this discussion further, he then establishes which Makki chapter has Madani 
revelation and vice-versa. Once again, he establishes with sound transmission that 
there are no exceptions in the case of Sirah al-Rūm and Sirah Bani Isra’1l; they are 
entirely Makkī. 


Similarly, if some scholars have a different view about some of their verses being 
Madani, the difference applies to verses besides the one in question. Therefore, 
there is no scope for contention regarding these specific verses and they are Makki 
without a shadow of doubt. 


We, thus, pronounce that al-Itqan establishes that these two chapters and the two 
verses in question are Makki without any difference on this matter among the 
scholars throughout the ages. 


It is somewhat bemusing that Shit scholars are also in agreement on this fact. 
Consequently, we have already referred to the view of al-Tabarsi—author of Majma‘ 
al-Bayan—that: 


Gol] Al loep 2d BYES pa l Eyga 


Sūrah al-Rūm is a Makkī Sūrah, with the exception of the verse: “So exalted is 


Allah when you reach the evening and when you reach the morning.” 


It is thus concluded from al-Itqan that the following verse is Makkī: 
P é y 
cae | ia 7 vied 
aa No BI ols 
And give the relative his right.’ 


Therefore, it is impossible that Jibril sl clarified the purport of this verse by 
saying that it refers to Sayyidah Fatimah eéii5 and that she is the sole heir to the 


1 Sirah al-Isra’: 26. 
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Fadak Estate. Such folly cannot be attributed to Jibril stk, Yes, if he subscribed it 
to the Shit faith then such a folly could occur. 


Further substantiation from al-Itqan 


In the 69th section—which pertains to the qualifications of a Mufassir—Imam al- 
Suyuti states the following in his discussion on differences in the commentary of 


a verse: 


Tafsir [of verses or words] which is transmitted with authentic transmission 
are but a few. As for that which is transmitted from the Prophet Aska, it is 


even less. 


He then commits to record all reports containing authentic tafsir in sequence. 
Commencing with the first sūrah, he proceeds till the end, recording all the 
authentic tafsir reports along with its references; but the contentious report 
neither appears in Sirah Bani Isra’ll nor Sirah al-Zumar. At the end of this process 
he says: 


This is what is considered Marfū“ and which the scholars have considered to 
be marft’. Despite it being marft’, it is then either Sahih, Hasan’, Da‘if, even 
Mursal? and Mu‘dal‘ at times. However, I have refrained from that which is 


baseless or fabricated. 


Now taking his commitment into consideration, it implies that he was fully aware 
of what he has recorded and what he has omitted. Therefore, if the contentious 
narration does not appear, it means that it has been omitted intentionally and 
contemplatively. Hafiz al-Suyūțī classified is as baseless and fabricated, and 
accordingly discarded it. Had he even considered it daf, mursal or mu‘dal, he 
would have recorded it, which is the case with some of those narrations. 


1 A marfi‘ hadith is a narration elevated to Nabi isa. This, as opposed to a mawqif hadith, 
which is a narration raised to a Sahabt, and a maqti‘' hadith, which is attributed to a Tabi. 

2 Hasan is a term describing a hadith that, while not meeting the isnad requirements to be sahth, 
did not have flaws serious enough to be considered weak or enjoyed some form of bolstering 
corroboration. 

3 A mursal hadith is when a transmitter cites someone or the Prophet sj without actually 
having met him. 

4 Mu‘dal (confusing/problematic) report can refer to a hadith with an isnad that contains two or 
more missing consecutive links. 
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It is, thus, established that this contentious narration does not even enjoy the 
status of a daʻ‘ff narration in Sunni references, nor is it transmitted with a chain that 
is daif. Therefore, saying that the Prophet ísak gave Fadak to Fatimah gáis 
upon the revelation of this verse is a pure fabrication. Actually, Fadak remained in 
the Prophet’s izak possession till the end of his life, which has been established 
from authentic reports. 


Sayyiduna ‘Ali’s appointment over the Fadak Estate 


If we were to overlook the issue of the validity of this narration for a moment, we 
have an argument in our favour—which is accepted in Shi7 traditions too—and it 
relates to the manner in which Sayyiduna ‘Alt <i dealt with the Fadak Estate. 
Consequently, Sayyiduna ‘Alt #<éii did not distribute it to the heirs of Sayyidah 
Fatimah ais; when he assumed control over it; instead he dealt with it in the 
same manner as his predecessors had dealt with it. He treaded the same course 
which the Prophet #:ij\>, Sayyiduna Abū Bakr, Sayyiduna ‘Umar, and Sayyiduna 
‘Uthman ks treaded upon, by distributing its returns among the destitute, the 
needy and the traveller. Assuming that the portion he distributed was that which 
he was entitled to, the question stills begs an answer: Why did he deprive the rest 
of the heirs of their lawful share of it? 


The Shrah do not deny this fact and they have given four responses to it. I wish 
to record their responses to this question and clarify the issue so that the folly or 
fairness of Sh11 scholars may become evident to one and all. 


The first Shr1 explanation 


Their first response is that the Ahl al-Bayt always refrained from taking back 
that which was usurped from them. Consequently, the Prophet sii did not 
assume possession of the home he left behind in Makkah after the polytheists took 
possession of it even after Makkah was conquered. 


Our response 


Firstly, it is difficult to establish the Prophet’s i<ssi&2i{% sole ownership over that 
house because his father passed away in the lifetime of his grandfather. Secondly, 
did the Prophet isat inherit anything from his father’? If it is said that Sayyiduna 


Bre sif, 


‘Alt žais did not resume possession of his home, it could be acceptable. 
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If we accept that the Prophet fsa% did own the home because ‘Abd al- 
Muttalib bequeathed it to him, then we agree that the Prophet isats- did not 
take possession of it again after Makkah was conquered. But how can the Shrah 
establish the reason which they have offered as the actual reason why the Prophet 
izaki did not take it back? Consequently, there could be many reasons for not 
taking it back one of which is that one often forgives the thief or usurper for taking 
one’s possessions. And forgiving the thief or usurper is only possible if one has the 
ability to reclaim possession. If one is unable to retrieve possession, then there is 


no meaning of forgiveness. 


If what the Shrah say is valid then it was not permissible for Sayyiduna ‘Alt zeiss 
to assume possession of his share of Fadak as the Ahl al-Bayt do not take back 
what was usurped from them. And if he did not assume possession of it on account 
of forgiving the usurpers, then he was only entitled to forgive them for taking 
his share, but he had no right over the shares of Sayyiduna Hasan and Sayyiduna 
Husayn is and their sisters Geails. And if the Ahl al-Bayt forgave the usurper 
then it implies that Fadak should have been left with those who usurped it and it 
would have remained in the custody of the usurpers’ inheritors; it was not supposed 
to come back into the possession of Sayyiduna ‘Alt zás. 


The second possibility—which is the correct interpretation in this is case—is that 
when the enemy [disbelievers] gain dominance and authority over Muslims lands 
and there is none to challenge them regarding the rights of previously owned 
Muslim land or property, then such authority becomes lawful and legitimate for 
them. Since they have wrested control from the Muslims, they may now dispose 
those valuables as they please and they enjoy the right to do so. If they sell those 
possessions to someone, the purchaser secures lawful possession of it. This law 
has to be applied and understood in this manner otherwise the human race will 
be subjected to immense difficulty and everybody would then be branded as 


consumers of haram. 


International trade is inevitable and countries are dependent upon one another. 
If the disbelievers establish rule over a region, they would assume authority of 
its resources and their trade in those commodities would be legalised. If not, 
everybody’s possession over these materials becomes dubious, questionable and 
contaminated. Therefore, Islam upholds this law in this situation. 
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The ‘Ulama’ find the basis for this law in the noble Qur’an too and the Prophet’s 
acest abstention from assuming possession over his home is based on this 
interpretation. However, if not assuming possession was on the basis of discarding 
possession of that which had been usurped, then this would be incorrect by the 
testimony of ‘Ammar ‘Altand all the Shrah. Consequently, ‘Ammar’s letter expressly 
states that Sayyiduna ‘Alī and Sayyiduna ‘Abbas @ais; laid claim to Fadak during the 
reign of Sayyiduna ‘Uthman «is; and even during the reign of Sayyiduna ‘Umar 
zaks. So, if the Ahl al-Bayt do not reclaim that which was usurped then why did 


Bre sif- 


Sayyiduna ‘Ali #<ais5 claim it? 


If they say that their claim to it is only recorded in Sunni traditions and there is no 
justification of this claim in Shr tradition, then we would say to them the Shrah 
cannot dispute that when Sayyiduna Abū Bakr ‘usurped’ it and rejected Fatimah’s 
geil claim that it was given to her in the Prophet’s isats lifetime then she re- 
claimed it as her inheritance. Once again, if the Ahl al-Bayt do not re-claim what 
was usurped from them then why did Sayyidah Fatimah ais do so? 


If (being left dumbfounded by this) the Shrah irrationally assert that though these 
seem like two separate claims (the claim of it being given to her and the claim of 
it being her inheritance) it is actually one claim because it is muttasil bi-lā fasl’. 
And since Abū Bakr di refused to hand it over to her, it is established that it 
was usurped. However, it was not usurped when she laid claim to it initially. The 
usurpation only materialises after he refused to hand it to her. 


We would respond by ignoring these silly statements and this would be a gesture 
of mercy from us. The fact that Sayyidah Fatimah edi claimed it from him 
establishes that it was already usurped. It also establishes that their remark about 
the Ahl al-Bayt relinquishing ownership of that which was wrongfully taken from 
them is a fallacy. 


However, since the level of their intelligence is evident, we would deal with this 
false notion by stating the following: Imam Muhammad al-Bagir ší: assumed the 
rights to the Fadak Estate during the reign of ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz. It remained 
in his control until the ‘Abbasid Khulafa’ took control of it. Later in the year 22 
A.H, Ma’miin ‘Abbasi wrote a letter to his governor, Qutham ibn Ja‘far, that the 


Fadak Estate should be made over to the progeny of Sayyidah Fatimah ais. It was 


1 Occurring immediately in succession. 
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thus handed over to Imam ‘Ali al-Rida’. Mutawakkil—the ‘Abbasid khalifah—then 
took control of it once again thereafter. Khalifah Mu'tadid restored it once again 
during his reign. This report on the Fadak Estate has been documented in Majalis 
al-Mu’minin of Qadi Nur Allah, the Shīī scholar. Had it been written by any Sunnt 
scholar it would have had no credibility. 


Let us dismiss this report from Majalis al-Mu’minin for a moment because scholars 
are aware of the reality of this book and let us look at this fallacy from another 
perspective. Consider that Sayyiduna ‘Alt «is accepted the post of the khalifah 
after the martyrdom of Sayyiduna ‘Uthman zd, whereas the post of khilafah 
was something that he was legitimately entitled to and it was snatched from him 
by the first three Khulafa’; why did he take back that which was snatched from 
him? Similarly, why was Imam Husayn él desirous of wresting control over the 
khilafah from Yazid (if the Ahl al-Bayt relinquishes rights over that which was 
wrongfully taken from them?) In fact, his endeavours for it led to his death. 


If none of the above events (which establish the falsity of the ShīT claim) 
occurred then too there is no dispute among those who have knowledge about 
the permissibility of taking back what was wrongfully snatched from one, as well 
as the obligation upon one and all to help restore the rights of the actual owner 
to what was usurped from him. Consequently, if the verse, “Give the Dhū al-Qurba 
their right,” is a direct address to the Prophet ástí regarding the rights of his 
relatives specifically, then restoring their rights is an obligation which rests upon 
all those in authority. In addition to this, the Qur’anic injunctions regarding justice 
and fairness are recorded repeatedly. Therefore, if the actual owner’s rights are 
still established in that which was snatched from him then it was obligatory upon 
Sayyiduna ‘Ali zás to give the heirs of Sayyidah Fatimah veils their dues when 
he assumed control of Fadak. But if they relinquish their rights and wilfully give up 
possession of that which was usurped from them then why is there all this criticism 
against Sayyiduna Abū Bakr 2<éiis5? 


The second Shri explanation 


A second explanation—given by Shiri scholars—for Sayyiduna ‘Al zás not 
assuming authoritative control over Fadak is that he opted to follow the course 
taken by Sayyidah Fatimah eas in this matter. Therefore, he did not enjoy any 
benefits from it just as she did not benefit from it. 


98 


Our response 


What a marvellous explanation from the Shrah! One cannot fail to be bemused by 
such cunningness. Nevertheless, it is such a flimsy response that the response to 
it is self-explanatory to those who have understanding. One’s intelligence digests 
this response just as how the stomach was to inevitably digest a fly if circumstances 
warranted that. 


However, since everyone is not on the same level of understanding we would say 
that why did the subsequent Imams assume authoritative control over Fadak later 
on, as Qadi Nur Allah has clearly expressed? Why did they not follow in the blessed 
footsteps of Sayyidah Fatimah gks or even Sayyiduna ‘Alt #<éiis5 for that matter? 
Similarly, was it incumbent or optional for them to follow Sayyiduna ‘Alrand Sayyidah 
Fatimah 4s? If it was incumbent then why did the remaining Imams not comply? 
If it was optional then—them being such glorious Imams of the Ahl al-Bayt—it begs 
the question why they discarded such a meritorious optional deed which was not 
only the precedent set by Sayyidah Fatimah and Sayyiduna ‘Ali 245, but also by 
Sayyiduna Hasan, Sayyiduna Husayn, Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin #444? Consequently, 


Sayyidah Fatimah zás found herself in a position where she could not benefit from 
Fadak, which was also the situation of the above-mentioned personalities. 


Secondly, we respond to this explanation by asking why did Sayyiduna ‘Alt esis 
neglect his obligations to the remaining heirs of Sayyidah Fatimah Geils if he so 
ceremoniously opted to tread on the path she went on in the case of Fadak? 


Thirdly, Iqtida’—which refers to following someone—applies only in that which they 
did by choice and free will. In no way does it govern such actions of the one who is 
followed which were carried out against their will, or in which they were victims of 
circumstances. If so, it would compel Imam al-Mahdi to adopt the ominous Tagiyyah 
which his predecessors were compelled to adopt due to the circumstances they 
found themselves in. Similarly, it would have obligated Sayyiduna Husayn «ais to 
follow Sayyiduna ‘Ali (and adopt Taqiyyah instead of sacrificing his life). 


Therefore, if Sayyidah Fatimah ¢eéis5 was unable to benefit from Fadak, it was due 
to the circumstance she found herself in. It is baseless if Sayyiduna ‘Alt «ails; fails 
to exert his authority during his reign as the khalifah and instead opt to follow 
her. He may be justified in relinquishing his rights but what about negligence and 
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failure to hand over the inheritance of Sayyiduna Hasan, Sayyiduna Husayn, and 


their sister áis? 


The third Shri explanation 


A third explanation provided by ShiT scholars is that Sayyiduna ‘AIT zaš% did not 
derive any benefit from Fadak simply to prove and establish that his testimony in 
this regard was purely for the sake of Allah; not for any personal gain. 


Our response 


This response also lacks substance like those preceding it. Those who allegedly 
doubted the integrity of Sayyiduna ‘Ali zás in this matter were the very same 
people who rejected his evidence and they had already left this world when he 
assumed the role of the khalifah. Making a statement in this manner after their 
demise lacks sense and sensibility. It certainly would not leave any impression 
upon the dead since they cannot witness it. Similarly, their deaths would have 
already unveiled the reality of their stance upon them and they would have known 
conclusively that they were the oppressors and ‘Alli zai was innocent. Therefore, 
failing to benefit from Fadak was pointless; Sayyiduna ‘Ali ză discarded lawful 
wealth and did not benefit from it by utilising it either for worldly causes or 
acquiring the rewards of the hereafter. 


It could rightly be said that whilst the first three Khulafa’ were no longer alive, 
their sympathisers were still in large numbers, not forgetting the Nawasib—the 
enemies of Sayyiduna ‘Alī. The answer to this is that this very suspicion against 
Sayyiduna ‘Ali zás for his testimony recurs when some of his descendants 
assumed control over Fadak later on, and more specifically in the era of Ma’mtin— 


who was sympathetic to the Shit cause and who handed over Fadak to Imam ‘Alt 
al-Rida, as he maintained that they enjoyed sole rights over Fadak. 


Would not his descendants assuming control over it stir the same sentiments 
within the Nawasib? After all, ancestors are known for having long-term 
ambitions for their progenies and for striving to secure their prosperity. The 
notorious Nawasib—in judging others by their own standards—would inevitably 
suspect Sayyiduna ‘Alī zás of impure intentions for his testimony. Perhaps he 
realised that he would not have control over Fadak but his testimony could bear 
fruits someday for his progeny. 
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Therefore, if Sayyiduna ‘Alt << was prompted by the desire to avert suspicion and 
misconduct, then he ought to have made a bequest to his progeny to also refrain 
from profiting from Fadak, lest it gives reasons for some to cast aspersions against 
his character. 


The fourth Shi explanation 


The fourth explanation is that Sayyiduna ‘Ali zář% was adopting Taqiyyah by not 
assuming control over Fadak. 


Our response 


Since every ploy has failed, they have inevitable resorted to their devious tenet 
of Tagiyyah. However, it is commonly said that a liar has a very poor memory. 
Consequently, they have forgotten that when the Imam is equipped, prepared, 
and occupied with jihad then Tagiyyah becomes haram upon him. This is the 
reason why Sayyiduna Husayn zal did not adopt Taqiyyah at all. Therefore, if 
Sayyiduna ‘All «ai adopted Taqiyyah during his reign as the khaltfah, then he has 
perpetrated a haram act. 


A wise enemy is better than a foolish friend. 


It seems that in trying to rescue Sayyiduna ‘Alt zais, they have implicated him 


further. 


To answer this, we ask: who was he adopting Taqiyyah from? If it is the three 
Khulafa’, then they were no longer on the scene and even a coward does not fear 
his dead enemy let alone ‘Alt —the Lion of Allah. 


If he was adopting Taqiyyah—and sparing his life—from the rest of the people, then 
they also fall in one of two categories. The first group comprises of his supporters 
and his army whilst the rest of his subjects fall in the second category. If Sayyiduna 
‘Alt zais faced such a threat from his subjects then such confrontation could only 
come from the less-fortunate and under-privileged class, which compromises of 
the poor, the destitute, and the travellers. So, adopting Tagiyyah out of fear for 
them is also the lowest form of cowardice. Who else would have any motivation for 
challenging Sayyiduna ‘Alt #«ai whilst in his role as the khalīfah over Fadak? 


Assuming that the threat of confrontation was genuine, who are the ones who had 
the valour and bravery of Sayyiduna ‘Alī #zéii% and a formidable army to achieve 
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this end? The only possible suspects could be Sayyiduna Mu‘awiyah or Sayyidah 
‘A’ishah €25. Did they not attempt and fail? Even if his taking control over Fadak 
led to any such uprising or revolt, its implications would be minimal. Such attempts 
seldom bear fruit. 


Consider the situation of Sayyiduna ‘Alt «és against the backdrop of the situation 
that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #zéii faced. When he assumed the khilafah, it was only 
the Arabian Peninsula that was under the sway of Islam and the departure of the 
Prophet ísak led to an immediate revolt from multiple quarters at the same 
time. Besides being left only with the people of Makkah and Madinah at his side, 
a substantial chunk of the fighting force had been despatched on a mission with 
Usamah ibn Zayd «i, But Abū Bakr “<ails was fearless. When some of the Sahabah 
were apprehensive of confronting the rejecters of zakah, he said: 


By the oath of Allah, if they withhold from me even a rope which they used 


discharge as zakah I will wage war against them. 


In fact, he also said that he would face them all by himself if no one supported his 
decision. When Sayyiduna Abt Bakr «ais was prepared to wage war all by himself 
at such a critical juncture for them withholding something as trivial as a rope, then 
Sayyiduna ‘Alt zář was most renowned for his valour and bravery. In addition 
to this, he had a formidable army comprising many villains who had successfully 
brought down an established regime. Similarly, whilst Abū Bakr «zis was prepared 
to wage war for a trivial rejection—a rope—‘Ali zai would have been fighting for 
the prized Fadak, which was also oppressively withheld from the innocent Ahl al- 
Bayt, so what prevented him from taking control and instead opted for Taqiyyah? 


Nevertheless, the futility and baselessness of their arguments is evident. They have 
failed miserably to support their stance. If anything, it has strengthened the stance 
of the Ahl al-Sunnah, who maintain that he did not assume control over Fadak and 
retained its previous status. This is simply because the Prophet scsadctiji> did not 
give Fadak to anyone and because the estate of the Ambiya’ cannot be inherited. 
Allah willing, this matter—the estate of the Ambiya —will be elaborated upon soon. 


Therefore, now that we have established our stance, it becomes evident to one and 
all that the contentious narration, which is the very basis of their belief of Fadak 
being usurped, lacks all credibility. It is nothing but a fabrication, concocted by Shri 
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scholars. It is merely a farce, failing the requirements for credible transmission 
(riwayah) and objectionable in content, thereby failing the requirements of dirayah. 


The same applies for the fancy fairy-tale type report regarding Ma’mun ‘Abbasi 
gathering two hundred scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah after the progeny of 
Hasanayn! laid claims to Fadak. If this report is not entirely false, then it is also 
not entirely accurate. There is evidence that Ma’miin did hand over Fadak to the 
illustrious progeny of Hasanayn on account of his sympathy to Sht1 tenets. 


Nevertheless, since these tales are established fallacies it becomes clear that the 
allegation of usurping Fadak after it was gifted to Sayyidah Fatimah ais, and 
which ‘Ammar has been vociferously alleging is nothing more than a figment of 
his imagination. It is not necessary for us to prove its baselessness any longer. 
This much is conclusive evidence and Shī1 scholars are deafeningly silent in their 
response to this. 


Does the narration of Sayyidah Fatimah claiming Fadak was gifted to 
her occur in Sunni traditions? 


However, according to the principles of debate, taking the challenge of responding 
to something that is not necessary is recognised as a sign of one’s authenticity and 
it further justifies one’s stance. Consequently, the narration that Sayyidah Fatimah 
Gais claimed Fadak was gifted to her does not even appear with a weak chain of 
transmission in the reliable references of the Ahl al-Sunnah. This narration alleges 
that she did lay claim to it, whereupon Sayyiduna Abū Bakr ais requested her to 
provide witnesses to support her claim. She subsequently presented Sayyiduna ‘Alt 
and Umm Ayman, or Sayyiduna Hasan and Sayyiduna Husayn #sd—according 
to the different versions—but Sayyiduna Abi Bakr rejected the claim since the 
testimonies were inadequate, as the minimum requirement is one male and two 


females. 


This entire report is a fabrication of the ‘learned’ Shri scholars, and in fabricating 
this report they have made themselves eligible to enter the fire of Jahannam and 
dwell in doom forever. What audacity! Having forged the narration, they present it 
as evidence and demand answers from the Ahl al-Sunnah for its contents. 


1 Sayyiduna Hasan and Sayyiduna Husayn ráis, 
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We would like to bring it to the attention of the sincere Muslim that it has never 
been a trait of the scholars of the Ahl al-Sunnah to resort to lies and Taqiyyah 
in order to avoid a sticky situation. If Sunni scholars had access to the backdoor 
of Tagiyyah, they would have avoided many problems. However, they chose to 
report everything and narrate the facts as they are. This is why Sunni references 
quote the incident when Fatimah als requested inheritance and Abt Bakr áis 
declined (and this much of the report is valid). They also record the Incident of Qirtas 
and the Battle of Jamal, as these are realities which cannot be wished away. If lying 
was permissible, then they could have also refuted their authentic narrations just 
as Sht1 scholars often tend to do. 


Despite this integrity, look at the level to which Shr scholars have stooped, simply 
because of their enmity for the Ahl al-Sunnah, and due to their jealousy for the 
pristine pure din that the we have. Subsequently, they forged narrations and made 
these fabrications the basis of contention between the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah. 
Surely lying and deceit is so inherent within them that it can only be lies and 
forgeries which give them satisfaction, and since this is their devious nature—just 
to please them—we will also say that sure, whatever they say is true and correct. 


Two evidences establishing the baselessness of the report of gifting 
Fadak to Sayyidah Fatimah 


Out of consideration for the people of truth, I would record two evidences 
establishing that their report is incorrect, so that they can be completely convinced 
and have no reservations. One evidence would be from the Ahl- al-Sunnah and 
the other from the Shrah. The evidence of the Ahl al-Sunnah is the report from 
Mishkat—which has been cited earlier on—which records that ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al- 
‘Aziz “e dealt with Fadak as his predecessors had dealt with it. 


We have highlighted the authenticity and veracity of this report earlier on. Mishkat 
is arenowned book of hadith and this particular narration is recorded therein from 
Sunan Abi Dawid, one of the six canonical collections of hadith. 


Nevertheless, this is an authentic narration in Sunni references. Therefore, any 
report in conflict with it, especially when its chain of transmission and its reference 
falls well below the standard of the report contained in Sunan Abi Dawid, cannot be 
considered true and accurate. 
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Therefore, if anyone goes on to claim that Sunni references contain the narration 
of Fadak being gifted to Fatimah sail, then every Muslim should know that this 
is a false allegation. And if it does appear in any Sunni resource, it appears for the 
sake of refuting its validity and dismissing it as inaccurate. Or perhaps it was added 
to that reference by mischief makers, or the author collected all types of reports 
with the intention of scanning and assessing them but he could not accomplish his 
goal and the task was left incomplete. Shit scholars then cunningly sourced the 


narration from the Sunni reference and use it as evidence. 


The second evidence is from the Shrah, which would further implicate them and 
silence them, which is the fact that Sayyiduna ‘Ali «és also retained Fadak as it was 
previously, by distributing its benefits to the poor, the destitute and the travellers. 
Similarly, he neither benefited from it personally nor distributed the legitimate 
shares of the Ahl al-Bayt, whom the Shrah revere so highly. The Shrah cannot deny 
the reality that Sayyiduna ‘Alt zz% dealt with Fadak in this manner and we have 
already elaborated on this. Though they have strived to challenge this, they have 
failed miserably. This fact remains uncontested and both sides have no option but 
to accept it and this along with the narration of Mishkat adequately establishes that 
the narration that Fadak was given to Fatimah Gai is invalid. 


When there is no basis to this report then why did they go on to say that Sayyidah 
Fatimah zai—the infallible daughter of the Prophet {zań according to them 
but rather protected according the Ahl al-Sunnah—went on to make false claims 
and also made Sayyiduna ‘Ali and Hasan and Husayn áis give blatantly false 
testimony, which is akin to disbelief. 


Nevertheless, this narration finds no expression in Sunni references, it is a 
fabrication of the Shrah. It is then the high of folly and stupidity to make their own 
fabrication a point of contention between us and them and seek clarification or 


demand an explanation from us. 


As for the remaining nine or ten references ‘Ammar ‘Alī records, it is nothing more 
than an old trick which has been transmitted to him from heart to heart by his 
predecessors. We have given the response to this quoting from Tuhfah of Shah 
‘Abd al ‘Aziz that Shit scholars trick people by making reference to rare books, 
the names of which are unfamiliar, and then alleging that these reports are to be 
found in them. However, these books are free of such reports and if one or two odd 
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manuscripts of these rare books contain such a report, then these manuscripts 
have been forged by their scholars. Tuhfah has highlighted this scheme in detail. 


But if all the manuscripts of a rare book concur in relation to such a report then it 
must be determined whether the author set out to record authentic reports only 
or was it his aim to gather all reports randomly. Consequently, the latter is true. 
Accordingly, in his treatise on the principles of hadith, Shah ‘Abd al-Haqq has written 
that Imam Jalal al-Din al-Suyatt has collected narrations from approximately fifty 
books in his Jam‘ al-Jawami‘, and he has recorded all narrations therein irrespective 
of its classification as sahih, daf or hasan. This is the case with other references 
and authors too. 


Since the objective was collecting reports in general these books have not been 
given the prominence which authentic books enjoy. Had the compilers intended to 
put forth authentic transmissions only, their works would have been recognised as 
the authentic works are recognised. 


Even if we assume that these compilers intended to collect authentic narrations 
only, then too the classification of the status of a hadith does not depend entirely 
on the views of one scholar only, according to the academic traditions of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah. In matters of this nature, whilst it is not necessary that the Muhaddithin 
would have unanimity on the issue, but a significant majority of hadith experts 
being in agreement on its classification is vital. Anyone can understand that this 
process of clarification and authorisation is vital. 


In addition to this, many Shr scholars hid under the cloak of Tagiyyah and then 
went on to gain the confidence of people after spending considerable time with 
Sunnt Muhaddithin. They then narrated the ahadith of those scholars and also 
transmitted their fabrications through the same chain of transmission. Since 
they seemed noble and righteous outwardly and they had recourse to Tagiyyah, 
they succeeded in transmitting their fictitious reports through established lines 
of transmission. Many simple-minded, albeit credible scholars, accepted their 
narrations on the basis of harbouring good thoughts for fellow Muslims and since 
they seemed righteous and they were transmitting these ‘facts’ from credible 
teachers. Thus, they were deceived. 
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The greatest treachery of the Shiah under the guise of Taqiyyah 


However, the scholars who came later on realised this trick and unveiled the masked 
villains and declared their transmissions to be fabrications. Consequently, Shah 
‘Abd al-‘Aziz states the following in Tuhfah, whilst dealing with the cunningness of 
the Shrah: 


The fifteenth ploy is that a group amongst the Shii scholars impersonated 
Sunni scholars of hadith and dedicated themselves to hadith acquisition. 
They attended the gatherings of credible Muhaddithin and captured their 
respective credible chains of transmission. They then adopted the ways of 
the righteous and pious ones thereby winning the confidence of the next 
generation of hadith seekers. They then transmitted their valid narrations 


and succeeded in transmitting their distortions too. 


This treachery of the Shii scholars beguiled many scholars of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah. What could be said about the general masses then. This is because 
the capacity to distinguish between a sahih hadith and concocted narrations 
is the specialised field of those who have mastery over the science of isnad. 
Since this treachery was a breach which surpassed the chain of transmission, 
the scope for detection was dramatically reduced, if not lost all together. 


However, since the knowledge of the Ahl al-Sunnah has been assured divine 
protection, the scholars of isnad were alerted at once and they discovered 
it and exposed it for what it really was. Subsequently, when the matter was 
resolved then Shii scholars acknowledged committing these forgeries. 


Some of them denied the allegation but there is a certain common feature 
in these narrations by which they can be sniffed out. These narrations are 
preserved to this day in the various Ma‘ajim, Musannafat, and Ajza’. Most of 
those who maintain that ‘Alī was superior—to all three Khulafa’ or to ‘Uthman 


Boe she 


iil only, i.e. Tafdiliyyah—as well as those who have Shri inclinations tend 


to take support from these particular narrations. 


The first person who was found guilty of this offence was Jabir al-Ju‘fi. When 
he was exposed, Imam al-Bukhari and Imam Muslim declared him unworthy 
and rejected all narrations from him as a precaution. Imam al-Tirmidhi, al- 
Nasa’, and Abū Dawid accepted those of his narrations wherein some other 
credible narrator corroborated what he had transmitted. As for the rest of 


these narrations, they were discarded. 
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Abū al-Qasim Sa‘d ibn ‘Abd Allah Ubayy ibn Khalf al-Qummi was another 
notorious character, skilled at the art of distortion. Many of those who 
lack insight into the science of isnad consider him to be one of our credible 
transmitters of hadith, which is incorrect. Al-Najashi—an authority of Shi? 
reporters—states that this person is the pride of Shii scholars and their most 


prominent jurist and scholar. 


The above exposition by Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz is worth its weight in gold. His 
proficiency in knowledge and in history is uncontested by both sides. Let alone 
his proficiency and distinction as a Sunni scholar, he enjoys unparalleled insight 
about Shrism, which even Shri scholars were envious of. Tuhfah Ithna ‘Ashariyyah is 
glowing evidence of this. 


Even if these words were not from Shah ‘Abd al-‘Aziz and it were said by someone 
else, then too it would not be difficult to accept it considering that it is consistent 
with the idiosyncrasies of the Shrah and their ominous Taqiyyah would actually 
obligate them to go to these lengths. 


Lisan al-Mizan exposes some of these fraudsters 


It appears from the declaration of Lisān al-Mizan that many Shri scholars were guilty 
of this. One of them is Harith ibn Ghasin, who actually transmits from A‘mash 2\5, 
Harith ibn Muhammad Ma kif is another such narrator, as well as Hasan ibn ‘Ali ibn 
Zakariyya ibn Salih Abū Said ‘Adawi al-Misr1. The latter would transmit fictitious 


reports by ascribing it to credible chains of transmission. 


Nevertheless, how long are we going to keep our tongues moist with the praises of 
the great Shi scholars, even one such example is excessive. 


In case some simple-minded Muslim finds this exposition appalling, we would like 
to refer to the following verse of the Qur’an, which highlights this mischief of the 


Shrah, and it almost seems as if its contents apply to them more than anyone else: 


Sisi A le s hs GBI Gas 


And who is more unjust than one who invents about Allah untruths.’ 


1 Surah al-Saff: 7. 
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It is evident from this verse that there are those who conspire and scheme in order 
to create turmoil and strife, and to deceive and mislead simple-minded people. 
None have excelled the Shrah at this and why should this be surprising when 
deceit is the most fundamental tenet of their religion. Who else would speak lies if 
they do not? Actually, they have surpassed all limits in this aspect. 


Therefore, if their dubious narration of Fadak has found its way in some Sunni 
books, it is purely due to the deceit which the Ahl al-Sunnah were victims of on 
account of having good thoughts about those who hid behind the garb of Taqiyyah. 
Whilst the Muhaqqiqin unveiled this evil and publicised it, there efforts were not 
completely successful because it is impossible to recall a word once it has left the 
lips, just as the arrow that leaves the bow cannot return. 


Inevitably the false narrations gained publicity and spread with rapid momentum, 
stirring confusion inthe minds of the unwary and leading those who hadinclinations 
to Shit beliefs and the Tafdili’s' to misguidance and deviation. These distortions led 
to misguidance just as the distortions of the Torah and Injil led people astray. 


However, with the revelation of the Qur’an these distortions were rectified and 
the light of guidance shown once again for those who were groping in darkness. 
Similarly, authentic narrations and the research of the Muhaqqiqin scholars 
rectified these distortions. Whoever had the capacity to embrace guidance 
embraced it, whilst those whose potential was inherently evil, remained astray. 


So it is not far-fetched if ‘Ammar ‘Alī and the likes of him fail to accept reform and 
prefer to stubbornly conform to the misguidances of their deviant predecessors. 
They are like those whose hearts were sealed so that the truth of the Qur’an failed 
to penetrate it. So ‘Ammar ‘Alt is just like them as birds of a feather flock together. 
How true is the statement: 


Soe oe ae 77 8 8 oe 
J sole G al plas jy 


Whoever Allah sends astray, there is no guide for him.? 


1 Those who were of the opinion that Sayyiduna ‘Alt «iii was the most superior of all the Sahabah, 
while still maintaining respect and admiration for all the other Sahabah. 
2 Surah al-A‘raf: 186. 


One step lower 


For arguments sake, let us accept that the Shri report regarding the gifting of Fadak 
is correct, then too it does not achieve the aims of the Shrah. 


This is because if their narration is sahih (authentic), our narration which appears 
in Mishkat is asah (most authentic). If their narration is strong, ours is stronger. 


Therefore, their narration cannot have preference over ours. 


In case this logic of the stronger being preferred to the strong and the more 
authentic dominating authentic does not appeal to you, then this is the standard 
which all human beings apply equally all the time. But logic does not appeal to 
the Shrah, because if logic appealed to them, they would have to forsake their 
faith and they are in bliss upon their devious path. They are bent on differing and 
the differences found within them are unlike any other. Those who have seen the 
Tuhfah, Muntaha al-Kalam, and other compilations of Haydar ‘Ali would attest to 
this. Our treatise has also exposed some of these differences in a small way. 


In fact, we do not have to go too far away. Have we not read that ‘Ammar ‘Alī 
maintains that the Prophet s<saiéi> had one daughter only, whereas al-Kulayni 
and Nahj al-Balaghah clearly confirm otherwise, let alone the plural of daughters 
appearing in the Qur’an regarding the daughters of the Prophet scs«eaifis, 


We would now like to ask ‘Ammar ‘Ali (to resolve this issue)—although he is lying, 
but asserts to be truthful and his followers have no alternative but to follow him 
in this matter—why he considers his narration to be authentic whereas al-Kaft of 
al-Kulayni is the most authentic Shi reference and Nahj al-Balaghah is almost like 
divine revelation, and the Qur’an is nothing but divine revelation (and all these 
contradict his report)? So probably he would say that the Qur’an is incorrect as 
Allah is a victim of Bada’, whilst al-Kafi and Nahj al-Balaghah record the statements 
of the Imams, whose knowledge comes from Allah and His Rasūl ása% and since 
Allah is prone to Bada’, the same possibility arises once again. So, you—who has 
now broken all links between yourself and Allah and His Rasūl (due to Bada’), on 
what basis have you given preference to your narration about the daughters of 
the Prophet a<saiéii over the testimony of Allah and the statements of al-Kafi and 
Nahj? Do you consider yourself right in giving preference in this manner or not? If 
you consider yourself right, then that is exactly what we are saying that all human 
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beings give preference to more authentic facts over authentic facts, to stronger 
reports over strong ones. Otherwise you have to admit that your report is incorrect. 


For those who believe that the less-authentic gains preference over the more- 
authentic, we will falsify this logic with the following words of Sayyiduna ‘Alt zais 
from Nahj al-Balaghah: 


SLE OL pally eSLI y iell gle al 4 Ob phe W ol pull Lo 
SN all oye SLES OF LAS OU EN b ys 


Follow the greater majority because the hand of Allah is with the group and 
avoid differing because the one who splits and is all by himself is vulnerable 
to Shaytan just as the lone sheep is more vulnerable to the wolf. 


Based on the above, if we accept that ‘Ammar ‘Ali's narration about one daughter 
only is correct and authentic at most, then in giving preference to this authentic 
narration we would be differing with the whole world on this issue and it would 
result in us being the victims of Shaytan. So, all the best to ‘Ammar ‘Alt if that is 
what he wishes for himself. 


It seems as if Allah has created the Shrah for being examples of steadfastness upon 
misguidance, since they do not desist despite such overwhelming evidence. Just 
like how the sunlight is of no benefit to the blind, these blind-hearted one’s cannot 
benefit from the light of guidance. 


Therefore, only that person can doubt the preference of the narration of Mishkat 
who doubts whether it is day when the sun is shining brightly. 


The gifting of Fadak is not established even if their narration is 
considered authentic 


Even if they do not wish to accept, we must proceed, as we need to establish 
the truth. So, let us assume that their invalid report is authentic and let us then 
assume that despite being less-authentic, it has to be given preference over the 
more authentic narration of Mishkat, then too lies will ultimately fail and the Shrah 
objective cannot be accomplished. This is because this devious narration which 
found its way in some unknown and unheard of Sunni references does not contain 
any such word whereby gifting Fadak to Fatimah eas can be established. Instead, 
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-1n 


the word “a'‘ta” appears which equally denotes borrowing and gifting. To convince 
the reader, I will record the narration as it is. 


Al-Sawa‘iq al-Muhriqah—which has been written by Ibn Hajar al-Haythamī in 
refutation of ShiT beliefs—contains the following concocted report of the Shrah, 
whereby they actually intended to criticise Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #45 but actually 
praised him on account of his good-fortune. And even though it praises him, it will 
still appear as condemnation only for ‘Ammar ‘Ali and his likes. The narration is as 
follows: 


UN OL J Ld led! LYI lia ly OF at oy poe Bibl oly 
Spey AS SS dy Ol SOS y Ley OLS 45] JLB Sb ALU oye g jal 
AWS wy Ol aI Sad gre aU! 3 abli asd Lay adhe al Le a 
cool els le ld aged dey EU fo SLB Sa pleci Lay ale alll be 
Al ed WI ero gl Uy 5 JE d Qe al pala fo 3 Ul Sl 

as alll pd) SS gl led Cal 


Hafiz ‘Umar ibn Shabbah transmits from Zayd—the illustrious Imam (the 
son of Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin)—that someone said to him that Abū Bakr had 
snatched Fadak from Fatimah, whereupon he said, “Abū Bakr was extremely 
compassionate (so how would he do something like that). (Actually) He 
disliked changing something that the Prophet Asie had done. So, Fatimah 
came to him and said that the Prophet asset had given her Fadak. He asked: 
“Do you have any witness?” So ‘Ali and Umm Ayman testified. He said, “A 
decision cannot be made with the testimony of one male and one female.” 
Zayd then said, “By the oath of Allah, if this matter was brought to me, I would 
pass judgement according to the judgement of Abi Bakr.” 


Now examine this report closely, despite it being a fabrication of outwardly 
righteous and inwardly impure people hiding in the garb of Taqiyyah, it has no 
mention of the Hibah of Fadak to Fatimah eaii. It miraculously contains certain 
truths too, but the actual term that was vital to establish her ownership eluded 
them. Consider also the glowing tribute paid to Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<a by this 
illustrious Imam, who is after all the son of the ‘infallible’ Imam. 


Nevertheless, we were saying that even if this narration is free from every other 
defect and we equate it to the narration of Mishkat, then too the ownership of 


112 


Sayyidah Fatimah šis cannot be determined. If this narration is legitimate then 
we would say that Sayyiduna Zayd’s response to them is classified as Mumashat ma 
‘al-Khasm!, that if we were to accept that it was taken then it was because of such 
and such reason. Nevertheless, it is obvious that it does not prove Hibah in any way. 


The fact that ‘Ata’ denotes gifting and borrowing as established from a 
popular Hadith 


The word ‘Ata’ or A'ta translates as giving in English. It refers equally to Hibah— 
which is giving permanent ownership—as well as borrowing or allowing temporary 
benefit. The justification for this is found in an authentic hadith unanimously 
agreed upon by both sides, which is as follows: 


IE I Node bec ot og SE play abe al le Ul Jy ol 
a gen yg AU ares g e A pew yg abl mes e Apt che alll cera, Sey 


A day prior to handing over the flag to Sayyiduna ‘Ali for the battle of Khaybar, 
the Prophet sxe said, “I will give the banner tomorrow to a person who 
loves Allah and His Rasūl and he is also beloved to Allah and His Rasil.” 


Now consider the word atā which appears here; no one claims that it suggests giving 
permanent ownership—i.e. Hibah—to Sayyiduna ‘Alt 2<éiis. Instead, it denotes a 
temporary appointment and an amdanah (trust) which has time constraints and it 
can be revoked or discontinued at any time. If a King appoints someone as the 
minister, or if he keeps someone in charge of his treasury and hands the keys 
over to them, it signifies that they have a temporary appointment, which can be 
discontinued at any time and they have been placed in a position of amanah. 


The Prophet ssi was in the position of a general in all the battles he fought 
and handing over any assignment or task to any soldier by giving the banner to 
him was also a position of trust no different from any of the above instances. 


Since it is evident from the above that ‘ata’ and ata’ could also denote giving as an 
amanah, it could also imply that when Sayyidah Fatimah sails said that Fadak had 
been given to her in the lifetime of the Prophet ása, she actually meant that 
she was allowed to benefit from its profits only as an amanah, and whilst she does 
not consider it to be her sole property, she merely requested that she be allowed 


1 Hypothetically agreeing with the plaintiff. 
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to continue benefiting from its revenue after his demise and that it should not 
be disposed off to the poor, destitute, and wayfarer like the rest of the Prophet’s 


Acs‘ material possessions. 


As for Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «ais requesting evidence and testimony from Sayyidah 
Fatimah gáis (despite him being extremely merciful according to the declaration 
of Sayyiduna Zayd 45 and extremely merciful people cannot be so hard-hearted, 
especially towards Sayyidah Fatimah zai as mercy to her is incumbent more than 
ever on account of the mercy her father showed humanity) it should be put into 
its proper context. Therefore, it is probable that the Prophet ása% did allow 
Sayyidah Fatimah zís to benefit from the revenue of Fadak just before his demise 
and that this may have occurred without Abi Bakr zás having any knowledge of 
it as he had always known the Prophet #<s«i{k> to have sole authoritative rights 
over it. As a result of this, Fadak ought to be disposed as the remaining possessions 
of the Prophet izaki. Therefore, when Fatimah eas laid claim to its revenue all 
of a sudden, he found himself in a predicament. Pleasing Sayyidah Fatimah gáis 
was a crucial matter, but more so was following the Sunnah of the Prophet izat- 


regarding which Sayyiduna Zayd s said, “That he disliked doing anything 
contrary to the manner in which the Prophet satii did.” 


He was thus obligated to consider both dimensions. As for consideration for 
Sayyidah Fatimah vais, this obligation also stems from the compulsion to follow 
and obey the Prophet Ass%éi{>, Therefore, whilst there is great emphasis on 
fulfilling the rights of the Ahl al-Bayt, it ultimately cannot surpass the obligation 
of complying with the ways and manner of the Prophet #sé:ij\>, Consequently, the 
verse which prohibits saying “uff” or its kind to one’s parents is not restricted to 
this utterance and it implies that the utterance of that which is worse than this is 


far more heinous. 


Therefore, just as we would not displease the Prophet zat in religious matters, 
we would consider it equally necessary to follow his directives in matters relating to 
the hereafter. This is because the actual purpose of sending the Messenger isats 
is to rectify our religious affairs and our matters of the life of the hereafter. In 
the case of Fadak, which was a monetary obligation—in (handing over Fadak to 
Sayyidah Fatimah) there was a possibility of violating the practice of the Prophet 
csi as he distributed its revenue to the poor, the destitute, and the wayfarer. 
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But since Abū Bakr 2zéii—in this delicate situation—could not fully accede nor 
could he openly reject her claim, he sincerely opted for a route whereby he could 
pacify her feelings too without compromising the truth at the same time. He, thus, 
asked her for witnesses so that perhaps her claim could be established that the 
Prophet sań had given special concession to her to benefit from its revenue 
whilst it retained its actual status of being a general Waqf. Therefore, Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr dil was reluctant to refuse blatantly on account of the relationship to 
the Prophet icsscaii> and at the same time he did openly express that he would 
continue to execute its affairs as the Prophet ása% (which is what he was bound 
to do). 


Therefore, Allah provided a solution whereby Sayyidah Fatimah gzis would 
also not harbour bitter feelings. Consequently, she was unable to satisfy the legal 
requirement of witnesses, which absolves Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<i of satisfying 
her wishes without implicating him in any way. Therefore, he had a legitimate 
excuse and noble people—among whom Fatimah ais is the noblest—whole- 
heartedly accept the excuse of one who is not guilty of shortcoming. Even if his 
noble action—of requesting witnesses—does not extol his greatness, it certainly 
removes any ill-feeling from the heart of Sayyidah Fatimah gáis towards him (as 
he was just doing what he was obligated to). 


Therefore, Sayyidah Fatimah was ultimately pleased with Sayyiduna Abū Bakr 
zeis, which will soon be recorded from Shii references. Similarly, the declaration 
by Sayyiduna Zayd ší that he would pass the same verdict of Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr zás also proves that Sayyidah Fatimah sais was not grieved by Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr’s zis decision. If she was grieved initially, this was ultimately resolved 
and the matter was settled harmoniously. Had she left this world displeased with 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «és, not one of the Ahl al-Bayt would have paid glowing 


Se 


tribute to him as is the case with this narration of Sayyiduna Zayd iss. 


Therefore, if the ShTT scholars accept that this report is a fabrication then that 
would be good. But if they consider it a legitimate report then too, it does not 
record anything contentious or incorrect, which should give them any reason to 
argue with the Ahl al-Sunnah. But if they cannot understand the above explanation 
then what can they understand after all? 
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A failed attempt to establish that Ata?’ denotes Hibah 


It is possible that they endeavour to twist the matter once again by saying that a‘ta’ 
does denote temporary use or borrowing, but its actual (and true) meaning is not 
that and there must be some factor which necessitates this particular connotation. 
In the absence of such a factor, temporary usage cannot be determined as the 


implication of ata’. 


We reject this altogether and condemn them for making claims without providing 


substantiation. Therefore, this claim is discarded. 


If they are not pleased with this retort then just as they present an unjustified 
report and quarrel with the Ahl al-Sunnah because of that, we would also respond 
by presenting a completely unsubstantiated claim by saying that a‘ta’ equally 
denotes both meanings and both meanings can be expressed by the word ata’. 


Actually, what they are saying is not completely incorrect. A word must imply what 
it has been coined for unless there are circumstances which warrant otherwise. 
Consequently, there must be additional factors preferring one meaning over the 
other. However, it is not necessary for such a motivating factor to be a verbal 
statement. Similarly, the need for a motivating factor is evident since it would 
prevent the person from misunderstandings and errors. Therefore, it is probable 
that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr él assessed the material possessions of the Prophet 
izaki upon assuming the khilafah. He then assessed the situation of Fadak and 
concluded that the Prophet áste enjoyed sole authority over it till the end, 
which has also been confirmed by the admission of Sayyidah Fatimah eas and 
other members of the Ahl al-Bayt, and they knew better as they are the immediate 
family of the Prophet zagi. 


Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «ail subsequently decided to handle its affairs personally, but 
Sayyidah Fatimah eas intervened and informed him that (the benefits of) Fadak 
were given to her by the Prophet <css‘éxi{k>, Therefore, though they do not have 
ownership, they should be entitled to retain its revenue. 


Based on what he knew about Fadak, Sayyiduna Abt Bakr eis thus understood that 
at? denotes temporary benefit and use, not permanent ownership. Similarly, the 
manner in which she asked for Fadak also establishes that ata’ denotes temporary 
utilisation. Similarly, her request to continue benefitting from it was on the basis 
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of the distinctively unique position of the Ahl al-Bayt and the extra special loyalty 
of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr él to this illustrious household. 


Had Abi Bakr él not adopted this course of action, it would have been easy for 
any Sahabi to make claims upon the Khulafa’ in the name of the Prophet izaki. 
What can then be said about the glorious members of the household and Sayyidah 
Fatimah ais; in particular, when her claim is directed to none other than Abū 
Bakr zis, the most devoted servant of the household. 


Sayyiduna ‘Umar broke the conduit of Sayyiduna ‘Abbas xs as it was in too 
close proximity to al-Masjid al-Nabawi. However, when Sayyiduna ‘Abbas <«als; 
confronted him and asked him how he had the authority to break something that 
was installed by the Prophet zati, then history records how Sayyiduna ‘Umar 


edi mended it with his own hands and reinstated it. 


Therefore, whilst Sayyidah Fatimah Yeas is perfectly entitled to make such a 
demand considering her unique position, Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zis had to contend 
with the following words of the Prophet ssi which we will discuss shortly: 


äs LS yp L 
What we leave behind is charity 


Similarly, the testimonies also fell short of the requirement and it did not bear 
favourably for her. Added to this was the Prophet’s <ssié%ij\> continuous practice of 
allotting the shares of the needy, the destitute, and the wayfarer. 


Therefore, even if we accept the fabricated Shii report in its entirety it does not 
bear negatively on the hadith of Mishkat nor does it establish any criticism against 
the Ahl al-Sunnah. Conversely, it establishes the merit of Siddiq al-Akbar. Now 
if they (cry foul and they) wish to consider this narration a fabrication, then by 
all means. But if they accept it as a valid narration, then they must accept it as 
explained in its proper context. 


Criticism against Sayyiduna Zayd 


If they offer the unacceptable excuse that even though the narration is correct, 


Sayyiduna Zayd ii passed away, Allah forbid, as a disbeliever according to their 
view because the Imam at that time was Jafar al-Sadiq and he had no business 
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waging jihad and usurping the rights of the Imam. Since he did wage Jihad, it seems 
as if he considered himself the Imam and since it is only possible to have one Imam 
at one time, the other is an imposter and he is just like the person who makes 
a false claim of Nubuwwah. Since such a person is a kafir, or the worst type of 
kafir, the same is applicable in this case. So, what weight would his words have and 
how would he be able to represent the ShTT creed adequately? However, had he 
stated that Fadak was gifted to Fatimah eaiis—which is against his view—it would 
have been accepted but the explanation of temporary usage does not permit this 


possibility too be entertained. 


soe 


Nevertheless, listen to the defence of Sayyiduna Zayd lx presented by their own 
Qadi Nir Allah. Why should we bear the responsibility of establishing his merit? 
Nir Allah’s words have higher status that divine revelation and this is what he 
records in Majalis al-Mu’minin on the authority of Fudayl ibn Yasar, who transmits 
from the transcripts of Shaykh ibn Babuwayh: 


Fudayl narrates that he participated in the battle which Zayd fought against 
the rebellious forces of Hisham. He narrates that when he returned to 
Madinah and met Imam Jafar al-Sadiq, who asked him: “Did you participate 
in the battle which my uncle fought against the people of Syria?” 


I replied: “Yes.” 
He asked: “How many Syrians did you slay?” 
I said: “Six.” 


He asked: “Do you have any reservations about it being lawful to take their 


lives?” 

I said: “If I had reservations, why would I take their lives.” 

Thereupon Imam Jafar said, “May Allah grant me a share of the reward of 
their jihad. By the oath of Allah, my uncle Zayd is a martyr along with his 


companions who have been killed and he has encountered a similar condition 


which ‘Ali and his companions encountered.” 


Now consider the words of this Imam and his keen desire to be amongst those who 


Be 


fought this battle. Since Sayyiduna Zayd s has been likened to Sayyiduna ‘Ali 


1 Al-Amaltal-Shaykh al-Sadiq, p. 431. 
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zeis, there can be no possibility of considering him a kāfir. Instead, he is among the 
cream of the Awliya’ and the esteemed martyrs. Otherwise there is no possibility 
of the Imam wishing to resemble him. This establishes that he was in conformity 
with the beliefs and principles of Imam Ja ‘far áis in every way and that he bore 
resemblance to Sayyiduna ‘Alt zas in his own way like the rest of the Imams, 
such as Imam al-Bagir, Imam Jafar, Sayyiduna Hasan, and Sayyiduna Husayn #5, 
However, none of them could be completely like Sayyiduna ‘Alt xzaiiss;, 


sae 


Nevertheless, the words of Sayyiduna Zayd á would be considered final on this 
highly sensitive issue where both Sunni’s and Shrah maintain that the group on 
the right path is entitled to Paradise and those who are wrong would be deserving 
of punishment. 


Therefore, the contentious narration of gifting Fadak to Fatimah is a fabrication 
and despite this, it has made its way into some Sunni resources for reasons 
already deliberated upon. Secondly, we have used the fabricated report about 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr, from al-Sawda‘ig al-Muhriqah against you, but will it ever be 
possible for those to understand who lack understanding so direly? How foolish 
of them to then rant and rave about something which actually is against them, 
and ‘Ammar ‘Alī then using it to deceive simple-minded Muslims is the height of 


shamelessness. 


Taking the apparent literal meaning into consideration 


Ifthe Shrah refuse to bow down and shamelessly assert that whilst a'ta’ does denote 
temporary usage, the instinctively apparent meaning that comes to mind when 
this word is used is Hibah, and it should be the preferred connotation especially in 


this narration. 


However, before agreeing to this, we would request them to first apply this same 
principle to the statements of the Imams, especially Sayyiduna ‘All «dil in praise 
of the Sahabah and Abū Bakr and ‘Umar #<aiiss—some of which has appeared in this 
treatise—and thereby release themselves from the clutches of Shrism. Similarly, 
they should take the immediate implication of the Qur’anic words and verses in 
praise of the Sahabah and believe whole-heartedly in it. We have every right to 
make this request to them, and if they agree to it, then no matter what, we will also 
accommodate their request. 
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Secondly, we say to this that if every text must be considered by its superficial, 
cursory implications then what is the value of depth in understanding and wisdom. 
Is it not failure to understand matters in its proper context that gives rise to so 


many misconceptions? 


The differences of the Imams of the Ahl al-Sunnah and likewise the differences 
of the Sh11 mujtahidin also arise from this. The difference between the Akhbaris 
and the Usulis amongst Shīī scholars also stems from this particular aspect. The 
Akhbari takes what appears to be the cursory implication, whilst the Usuli seeks 
to penetrate the depths and understand the objective of the sharrah and he is not 


content with remaining on the surface. 


So if ‘Ammar ‘Ali wishes to take Hibah as the apparent and immediate implication 
of the word a'ta’ and he wishes to remain embroiled in debate with us, then let him 
first disassociate himself from the Usili position and embrace the Akhbari stance 
fully, so that we could really make him understand the baselessness of his beliefs. 


Debating from an Akhbari stance 


Therefore, we say that we would accept that ata’ denotes Hibah in this contentious 
narration, but only what will ‘Ammar ‘Ali and all Sh17 scholars say about the fact 
that this narration is classified as Munqati’? There was no existence of Sayyiduna 
Zayd ší at the time when Fatimah requested Fadak, which must have been 
shortly after the departure of the Prophet ázat, 


aoe 


Therefore, the narration of Sayyiduna Zayd “i%5 is an unsubstantiated statement 
which deserves rejection. Yes, had Sayyiduna Zayd šis been a legitimate Imam of 
the Shrah then his word could have been conclusive evidence for the Shrah only, 
who maintain that the Imam has unseen knowledge. However, Sayyiduna Zayd 


áes does not enjoy this privilege. Let alone being an Imam, he is not classified as 
a believer according to them. 


The Ahl al-Sunnah are better off. Whilst they consider him to be among the high- 
ranking Awliya’, they would have to discard his statement because the principles 
of the Akhbari’s demands just that. 


The possibility that he met a Sahabi and transmitted from him does exist, but if 
he transmits from a Tabi, then this is also questionable as the liars made their 


gee 


appearance already and who did he receive this from? If Sayyiduna Zayd “i met 


120 


some very senior Sahabithen too we would need to verify if this Sahabi was narrating 
a first-hand account or he too relates it from someone. Who is this someone? Or 
did he just narrate something from someone who transmitted something which 
was commonly publicised as such. The possibilities are endless. How would we 
then determine that Fadak was gifted to her? 


The condition of the narration of Mishkat 


As for the narration of Mishkat, it is marfū‘ and muttasil. As for the Qur’anic verse, 
it is mutawatir. However, it is possible for some ignorant person to claim that this 
narration is also baseless and disconnected since ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz was not 
alive when this episode occurred. 


Since we have established that their report is baseless, it makes no difference if we 
consider our narration baseless too, but for the benefit of the Shiah, we would not 
leave any matter unresolved. Therefore, though this appears as the statement of 
‘Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, it is actually transmitted from Mughirah ibn Shu’bah “ails, 
When a Sahabi relates some action or utterance of the Prophet scsskai{is, it is classified 


as a marfū‘ transmission for those who are unaware of the principles of hadith. 


In addition to this, there is another logical reason why ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz 
statement is correct. ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz is explaining the reason for not taking 
control of Fadak, and he presents the fact that the Prophet dcsaieii did not give 
it to Sayyidah Fatimah gais as his reason for not taking control of it. He has no 
personal motive in this at all. Thus, if his intention was not to take it then just 
as the Prophet Asi{> not giving it to Sayyidah Fatimah vedas was a sufficient 
enough reason for him not to take, the Prophet sasiij> gifting it to her would 
have also been a reason for him not to take it—if it were true that it happened—and 
in fact a greater reason. 


So, if according to the Shrah this verdict is incorrect, and instead the opposite 
of it being Hibah is correct, then we ask what need was there for him to cause 
such harm to himself, in this world—by depriving himself of Fadak and giving it 
away—and in the hereafter, by speaking such a lie. And that too against whom? 
Against the Prophet scsaie2i! Why would he attribute a lie to the Prophet dcsicsiiic, 
the punishment for which is hell as recorded in perhaps the only hadith which is 


considered mutawatir in word and meaning: 
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Whoever intentionally ascribes a lie to me, should take his seat in the Fire. 


Nevertheless, the hadith of Zayd ás, even if we overlook the fact that it is 
fabricated, it still does not have an unbroken link to the Prophet scs«éaifis, 


Fadak was overseen by the Prophet 4.x till the end of his life 


In addition to being a marfū‘ transmission, the signs of authenticity are visibly clear 
in the narration of Mishkat. As for the other, in addition to being disconnected, the 
signs of fabrication and falsehood trickle from it. This is because historians are 
unanimous that Fadak remained under the administration of the Prophet isats 
till the end of his life and a gift for which one has not assumed possession of is not 
considered finalised and complete. In fact, it would be considered as the possession 
of the actual owner. Since it was the possession of the Prophet sat, Abū Bakr 
zás knew that it must be regarded as Waqf after the demise of the Prophet scsaxeiifie, 
Why would he then even bother to seek witnesses when there was no question of 
giving it. This is because if the witnesses fulfilled the requirements then it would 
not have been possible for him to claim that the gift was not complete since the 
beneficiary did not assume control and possession, and it would then be obvious 
that he was just looking for a way to avoid handing over Fadak. If this statement 
had any validity, why did he not express it at the outset? 


If the Shrah wish to consider his request for evidence a procedure for ascertaining 
the truth then what transpired thereafter should be justice and fairness as he 
merely did what he was compelled to, without establishing a new law on his own. 
If they accept what I have stated earlier on about the request for evidences and 
testimony then it surely would delight me, but can such a thought be entertained 
about those who are bereft of intelligence. 


If Fadak was inheritance, then one person’s possession of it should be 
regarded as oppression to the remaining heirs 


It has been established that Fadak remained under the administration of the Prophet 
Jnak till the end of his life and it is unanimous between the Shah and Ahl al- 
Sunnah that the gifting of Fadak was incomplete, even if the Prophet isate did 
give it to her. So why would Sayyidah Fatimah <ais—whom we consider protected, 
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and they infallible—go on to make such a claim which results in taking what is due to 
others? If the Prophet’s izate material possessions are inherited then—in making 
such a claim—it deprives the remaining heirs. If not, then her claim would deprive 
the needy, the destitute, and the wayfarer. And if not them, then the estate would 
be considered Waqf, where the khalifah has the right to dispense its revenue or the 
actual item according to his qualified discretion. Assuming he decided to hand it over 
to Sayyidah Fatimah edi, how good would that have been? But surely Sayyidah 


Fatimah’s ¢eails5 claim to it in this manner is not becoming of her. 


Nevertheless, the signs of truthfulness are evident in the narration of Mishkat 
whilst the signs of falsehood are glaring from the contentious report. Those who 
have understanding can see the truth clearly like the brightness of the sun, but 
‘Ammar ‘Ali and his associates should be excused. What fault is there of the sun if 


such blind one’s fail to see its brilliance? 


Therefore, the narration in conflict with the one in Mishkat is not of that calibre 
which demands that it be preferred over that which is in Mishkat. Rather, according 
to the principles of hadith the conflict between a strong and weak report demands 
that the weak report be rejected especially when—in a case like this—the stronger 
one is ascribed to Abū Dawid, which enjoys a distinct position as one of the six 
canonical collections of hadith. Therefore, the narration ascribed to Sayyiduna 


Zayd 2x\<%5 must be discarded. 


Evidence about the beneficiary assuming control being a prerequisite 
from Shri references 

If we assume that the narration is valid and that Sayyidah Fatimah’s geass 
claim that it was gifted to her is in place, then too both sides maintain that the 
beneficiary must assume control in order for the gift to be complete. Therefore, as 
long as the owner does not cease control over the item, it remains his sole property. 
Consequently, ‘Allamah al-Hilli states the following in Matlab al-Awwal, under the 


discussion on claims: 


CAA 6 562 OF 82 pre ill 5 362 Aon WE 


The claim of Hibah will not be heard without the claim of possession.' 


1 Al-Yanabr' al-Fighiyyah, vol. 33 p. 39-29. 
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And Fadak remained in the possession of the Prophet ssi, until his demise— 
according to the consensus of both groups—and throughout his life he maintained 
sole control over it, and Sayyidah Fatimah edi never once interfered with this. 
The historians of both parties—Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah—are in agreement upon 
this, in fact so are the Muhaddithin of both parties. 


Whilst it is not necessary to document the record of historians on account of easy 
access to historical journals, it is somewhat important to record the relevant hadith 
reports; because they may be inaccessible to most people and because hadith 
reports are weightier than historical reports. 


The Hadith reports of both sides 


The hadith of the Ahl al-Sunnah is the very hadith of Mishkat which bears ample 
testimony to this. Secondly, Mishkat also records the hadith of Sayyiduna ‘Umar 
zís, transmitted by Malik ibn Aws ibn al-Hadathan, regarding the wealth of Fay’, 
which comprised of Banū Nadhir, Khaybar and Fadak. It states that the Prophet 
Asse allocated its revenue to three specific recipients. As for Fadak, the Prophet 
reserved its revenue for the wayfarer. 


Now according to the laws of debate, our reference to our authentic resources suffices 
us because an objection can only be considered detrimental if it has substance. Since 
the administration of Fadak was the prerogative of the Prophet «ij till the end, 
the claim of Hibah is baseless as there was no handing over of control. So why should 
we take the responsibility of establishing from their resources, when the objection is 
baseless—since they agree that Hibah requires ownership. 


However, silencing the opponent is one matter and giving them a satisfying response 
is another. Therefore, whilst this much silences the Shrah, he has no confidence 
in the authentic narrations of the Ahl al-Sunnah and thus still remains uneasy. 
Therefore, I quote an extract from Misbah al-Salikin, which is a reliable reference of 
the Imamiyyah. This narration appears in other references as well and I will record 
the complete narration later on. Consider the following: 


When Abi Bakr realised that Fatimah was keeping a distance from him and 
avoiding meeting him or mentioning anything about Fadak, then he became 
somewhat perturbed. He thus decided to please her. So, he went to her and 
said, “O daughter of the Prophet «si, your claim is true but what am I to 
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do because I saw the Prophet is- giving you what sufficed for you from it, 
and giving the labourers their share. As for the rest of it, he distributed it to 
the needy, the destitute and the wayfarer.” 


Fatimah replied, “Continue to do the same, just as my father, the Prophet 
istý, did” 


Abū Bakr said, “I promise to do exactly as the Prophet ésseaiie did.” 
Fatimah asked, “Are you making a promise to do the same?” 

Abū Bakr promised once again. 

Fatimah said, “O Allah, bear witness to this.” 


Fatimah, thus, became pleased. Abū Bakr then gave her expenses and 


distributed the rest among the needy, the destitute, and the wayfarer. 


Consider the excuse given by Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<aiss, that he witnessed the 
Prophet isaf dealing with a Fadak in a specific way, which excused him from 
handing it entirely over to Sayyidah Fatimah gáis, and her agreeing to it and 
instructing him to continue executing its affairs in the same way. This as well as 
her pleasure at the end proves that Fadak remained in the custody of the Prophet 
inae till the end and she had no authority over its affairs. 


Similarly, he did not reject her claim that it was gifted to her. He entertained it 
but then carried out his obligation of asking for witnesses so that he would not be 
giving it away unlawfully, nor would she be receiving it unlawfully. He also asked 
for witnesses so that if they could establish the claim, then although the possession 
had not occurred—which was a prerequisite—he could give her preference to 
Fadak, but what could he do if the required testimony fell short. As for not giving it 
to her solely because of her claim to it, the response to this will appear later. 


Still, if some deviant Shit still has reservations and questions as to why Sayyiduna 
Abū Bakr «zai was so intent on maintaining the rule of possession in gifts in 
relation to a gift given by the Prophet ssaeaiji>, Is not an indication of the Prophet 
Asati sufficient? Therefore, it seems as if he had devious motives. 


The response is that only Allah can spare one from such thoughts. This is the type 
of thoughts which troubled the Jews, Christians, Hindus and fire-worshippers 
regarding the Prophet ása% and it bothered the Khawarij regarding Sayyiduna 
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‘Alt 22a. Both these groups feel that the respective claims to Nubuwwah and to 
being the rightful khalifah was nothing more than a plan to gain worldly power 
and status. It was deviously hatched. 


Friends! It gives one joy to reason with those who are balanced and fair, but debating 
with an ignoramus, biased, foul mouthed opponent is nothing more than mental 
exertion and exhaustion. The remedy for them is the whip or the baton, since the 
evidence of the Qur’an and logical arguments are futile. Never mind, if there are 
four fools gathered at one place then perhaps the fifth one with them has some 
sense. If we have lost hope in ‘Ammar ‘Alī then it would not be correct to say that 
all the Shrah are like him? Who knows? 


Witnesses and Testimony — a Response 


If the Shri report is correct and Sayyiduna Abū Bakr <zéii%; did seek witnesses, 
then we have explained a possible reason for seeking witnesses. However, seeking 
witnesses could be for one of two reasons; firstly, the nature of the case was such 
that it demanded witnesses. If so, then the witnesses must meet all the requirements 
stipulated for the case to be effectively settled. So, let the Sh17 scholars notify us 
of the requirements for testimony as recorded in the Book of Allah. Similarly, 
does the Qur’an give any concessions or privileges in this regard? Similarly, the 
integrity of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zás is also established from the fact that when 
Sayyiduna ‘Uthman «zal informed him that he had taken permission from the 
Prophet izak to recall Hakam back to Madinah and the Prophet adsa&aiji> had 
agreed, then Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ails asked if he had witnesses. If according to 
the Shrah—Allah forbid—there was a hidden agenda against Sayyidah Fatimah 
áis on account of which he asked her to substantiate her claim with witnesses 
then why did he not forego this requirement for ‘Uthman ais, whom Sunni and 
Shrah maintain he had an alliance and friendship with? This incident only serves 
to establish his steadfastness upon the truth and his integrity in his affairs. 


Yet the Shrah are victims of animosity and hatred. It has wreaked such havoc in 
their hearts and minds that right seems wrong and wrong seems right and the 
capacity to distinguish has been compromised irretrievably. 


Secondly, witnesses could be required to establish the integrity of the claimant. 
So, if the claimant is innocent and not susceptible to falsehood then why should 
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witnesses be required to verify his or her integrity. They should seek this answer 
from Allah because Allah has ordained a minimum of two witnesses in every case, 
irrespective of the integrity of the claimant or the nature of the claim. This law has 
not been formulated by the Ahl al-Sunnah. The Ahl al-Sunnah are only interested 
in carrying out the commands of Allah. If the Shrah are disinterested, it is their 


discretion. 


Had this not been the case then why would the Ahl al-Sunnah maintain that if one 
person witnesses the crescent of Td all alone, and his testimony is either rejected 
because of being one person only or because of his immorality andunscrupulousness, 
then he should observe fasting with the rest of the people. Similarly, what prevents 
them from accepting the testimony of a group of righteous women, when no male 
concurs with their testimony? For that matter there are many non-Muslims who 
are known to be far more truthful than many Muslims. 


Therefore, the satisfaction of the individual is not the criterion, complying with 
the divine law is. It is an expression of servitude and submission to Allah. 


The wisdom and purpose of this divine law is to ascertain and establish the 
truth. If this matter is left to the discretion of the ruler or khaltfah, then firstly 
there would be the fear of favouritism. Secondly, everybody would lay claims and 
consider themselves truthful. This would lead to the breakdown of peace and 
harmony which is the fundamental the purpose for having rulers. Therefore, the 
law has been stipulated to maintain peace and harmony as far as possible. Even 
if it is not favourable to some, the law must still be applied unequivocally in all 


situations. 


Therefore, seeking testimony from Sayyidah Fatimah ¢eéiiss—whose integrity is 
unparalleled according to both groups—should not require added clarification. If 
anyone feels that such a request from her is akin to suspicion and mistrust that 
is the result of a flaw in their understanding. People of understanding are not 
intimidated by this. 


Sayyidah Fatimah would comply more with the requirements 


Since we cannot dispute that complying with the commands of Allah is the standard 
for determining piety and righteousness, as Allah says: 
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Indeed, the most noble of you in the sight of Allah is the most righteous of you.’ 


It implies that Sayyidah Fatimah gáis ought to have complied to the greatest 
degree. Similarly, she also ought to have the highest regard for others who complied 
with the divine command. Based on this, the request for proof must have brought 
immense pleasure to her and she must have been extremely delighted with the 
response of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #45. One wonders then, why the Shrah are so up 
in arms about this issue. It is like the situation where the claimant and defendant 
have settled the matter, but the judge still seems grumpy over the matter. 


It is evident from the above discussion that there is a difference between rejecting 
the testimony of the witnesses and not passing judgement according to their 
testimony. Rejecting their testimony means that they are not credible, whilst not 
passing judgement according to their testimony could be because of not meeting 
the requirement in respect of witnesses. 


Therefore, in the absence of two credible male witnesses or one male and two 
female witnesses, it would be impermissible for the judge to pass judgement in 
favour of the claimant despite the claimant and inadequate witnesses being held in 
the highest repute and esteem. If some fool misinterprets this action of the judge 
to denote rejection of the witnesses, then it is up to him. However, if the required 
number of witnesses are available and then the judgement is not given in favour 
of the claimant then it could be because of the rejection of the witnesses and their 
being not credible. 


If we look back at the Shi7 report, and consider it authentic, then it is apparent 
that Sayyiduna ‘Alt and Umm Ayman &ais do not satisfy the requirements as far 
as numbers of witnesses are concerned. And if according to the lies of ‘Ammar ‘Alt, 
Sayyiduna Hasan and Sayyiduna Husayn ás also testified then they were also 
incapable of testifying as they were children who lacked physical maturity. 


Therefore, not passing judgement in her favour does not imply that Abū Bakr zais 
rejected the testimony of Sayyiduna ‘Ali, Umm Ayman, and Sayyiduna Hasan and 


Boe See 


Sayyiduna Husayn ás. Instead, it expresses his steadfastness upon the shart ah 


1 Strah al-Hujurat: 13. 
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and the Sunnah. Fools consider this otherwise, but the coming of Ambiya’ also 
failed to rectify some people, what then if we fail? It reminds me of an incident 
mentioned by Imam al-Ghazalr áis in one of his books: 


One day Nabi Misa Sxi was seen running towards the mountain in a haste. 
Someone asked him why he was rushing so anxiously and he replied, “There 
is a fool coming this way.” 


The person asked, “So how does that affect you?” 


He replied, “There is no cure for foolishness, and it will not be removed by 
sound advice or the blessed company of a person; in fact, it has an adverse 


effect and may affect the latter.” 


Someone said it so aptly: 


L ela Y clo Lal YI 4 bere ely g ela JS 


For every illness and condition there is a cure; 


Foolishness though, is an illness with no remedy. 


The Narration of Minhāj al-Kirāmah 


If the Shrah still have a gripe about the issue and they still doubt the genuineness 
of Siddiq al-Akbar, then let them be silenced for once and for all with the following 
narration from Minhqj al-Kiramah, written by their ‘Allamah Ibn Mutahhar al-Hillt, 
who is well known for his extensive writings against the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


Their own batons striking their own heads. 


The Ahl al-Sunnah are now absolved of responding since the Shrah have settled 
the issue for them: 


pr 65 i 65 ea é; Sel A55 


And sufficient was Allah for the believers in battle, and ever is Allah Powerful and 
Exalted in Might.! 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 25. 
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The narration goes: 


Ge ory 9 LLS i Vas Sus 8 SLI Abb che » LJ 


When Fatimah admonished Abi Bakr about Fadak, he wrote a document in 


her favour and restored it to her. 


When this narration appears in such an authentic resource of the Shrah and its 
author is none author than ‘Allamah Ibn Mutahhar al-Hillt, then why argue with 
the Ahl al-Sunnah? This narration leaves them flabbergasted. They have been 
ranting and raving about the inheritance issue and that she received it as gift and 
they have made some claims but this narration, and from where it appears, leaves 
them speechless. 


It is worth noting that let alone being defeated by what appears in our resources, 
‘Ammar ‘Alt is always falsified by what appears in his books. A number of instances 
have already passed of this nature. In this instance consider how he has brewed 
the fiction of ‘Alt and Umm Ayman &:a% testifying and dragging Sayyiduna Hasan 
and Sayyiduna Husayn zás into the issue. There is no mention of this fact in the 
entire library of Sunni resources, even in the fabricated reports which the Shrah 
managed to get through. But if he alleges it does appear, then everybody can allege 
just about anything. 


False allegation against Sayyiduna ‘Umar 


‘Ammar ‘Alī also says that when Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «él wrote the document 
then Sayyiduna ‘Umar #<éiis5 tore it up. Was he aware of the false allegation when 
he wrote it, because there is no reference to this in any of the references of the Ahl 
al-Sunnah? If this fact is being reported from their books then the first response to 
this is silence, as it is the best reply to a fool. 


This is really a unique debate where the opponent is contesting what is a figment of 
his own imagination and it has no presence in any trusted resource. We need to ask 
him if Minhdj al-Kiramah is a Sunni book and if Shaykh Ibn Mutahhar was a Sunni? 
Or was he the son of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr or Sayyiduna ‘Umar’s maternal aunt on 
account of whom he omitted the fact that ‘Umar «zai tore up the document. 


‘Ammar ‘Alt is but a novice in the field of Shr1 deception and forgery. Shaykh Ibn 
Mutahhar is one of the experts and leaders in this field, whatever skill is to be found 
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in ‘Ammar ‘Ali is ten times more in him. However, it is true that some students 
excel their teachers. So, whilst Shaykh Ibn Mutahhar had some sense, ‘Ammar ‘Alī 
is bereft of sense altogether. 


Reasons why Sayyiduna Abū Bakr gave Sayyiduna Jabir wealth without 
testimony 


‘Ammar ‘Alī may have one more contention because Sayyiduna Abt Bakr zás gave 
Sayyiduna Jabir <i; wealth without requesting him to provide witnesses for his 


Vee ore 


claim. Conversely, he dismissed Fatimah’s aii claim despite credible witnesses. 


Firstly, if this narration even appears as a valid narration in Sunni resources, then 
it was possible for those who lack understanding and insight to find a reason for 
objection. It will be known shortly whether this narration even exists in Sunni 
references and whether it is a concocted report or not. Assuming that it does not 
feature in Sunni references, making an objection out of this only establishes their 


hindsight. 


If this is the manner in which objections can be levelled against the Ahl al-Sunnah 
then tomorrow the distorted texts of the Old and New Testaments, or the Granth 
of the Sikhs could likewise establish great claims against the Ahl al-Sunnah. The 
Shrah would not have much of a problem with it because they have the ability 
to assimilate with each of these deviant groups. Had I not been apprehensive of 
prolonging this discussion, I would have clarified how the Shrah resemble a giraffe. 
This peculiar animal has an unusual resemblance to a camel, buffalo and a cheetah. 


Nevertheless, assuming that this narration does appear in one or two odd resources 
from the lengthy list cited by ‘Ammar ‘Ali, it has no relevance since those are 
unknown resources anyway. Secondly, they may have found their way into those 
references after the Shrah tampered with it. The readers will realise this shortly. 


We have clarified the reasons why witnesses were requested from Sayyidah Fatimah 
Gks. Therefore, the incident of giving wealth to Jabir zis upon his oath—which 
was ultimately intended for him—without him satisfying the requirements of 
testimony cannot be likened to the incident of satisfying the claim of Sayyidah 
Fatimah Yai without witnesses, as this could result in usurping the wealth of the 
needy, the destitute, and the wayfarer. 
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The fact that seeking witnesses from Sayyidah Fatimah can also be seen 
as an attempt to favour him 


Although we have dealt with this elaborately, we are dealing with people who 
lack a sense of balance and fairness, so we are compelled to highlight the facts 
once again. Therefore, the Shrah and Ahl al-Sunnah are unanimous that Fadak 
remained under the sole administration of the Prophet ssi till the end of his 
life. When Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<dis knew that the material possessions of the 
Prophet izak become Waqf after his demise and he also knew that a gift is 
incomplete without the beneficiary being given control over it, then his request 
for witnesses surely could not be for the sake of ascertaining if she had ownership 
of Fadak or not. Therefore, it is incorrect for any fool to claim that her claim was 
rejected despite credible witnesses whereas Sayyiduna Jabir’s zás claim was 
satisfied without witnesses. 


The only logical explanation for requesting her to provide witnesses would be to 
determine if there was any indication from the Prophet <<ssié%i{> on account of 
which Fadak could be given to her. Now is this gesture favouring Sayyiduna Fatimah 
Gais or is it an insult to her and humiliation for her? The truth is evident for those 


who have understanding. 


Failure to satisfy the claim of Sayyiduna Jabir could have been seen as 
a failure on the part of the Prophet ssxiaij\e 


‘Ammar ‘Ali's thinking, however, is flawed. He views the action of Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr zis regarding Sayyidah Fatimah edi negatively and implicates him for 
agreeing to the request of Sayyiduna Jabir zás. 


Since there was a possibility that Sayyiduna Jabir’s žá% claim was correct because 
every claim cannot be false—and the Prophet ása% did make a commitment 
to him, Abū Bakr zás in his capacity as the deputy of the Prophet sati was 
obliged to honour that commitment. If he did not oblige, it could have been seen as 
a failure to fulfil a commitment on the part of the Prophet scscaiike. To avert this, 


it was incumbent to oblige. 


However, no blame could come directly upon the Prophet ssi since the wealth 
of Bahrain had not arrived. Since the position of the Prophet zati is loftiest, it 
was unbecoming to allow this shortfall to remain. Therefore, when the wealth of 
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Bahrain arrived and Abū Bakr «ai; was discharging any unsettled obligations of 
the Prophet ás, he settled the matter of Jabir “«éils because it is not necessary 
that such a commitment was made to him in the presence of others. Intelligent 
people understand that this was inevitable to avoid any tarnish being attributed to 
the Prophet isate. 


If the Prophet ssi did not commit to him and he made a false claim, then 
too it is inconsequential in the final equation since the wealth of Bahrain had to 
be distributed among the Sahabah anyway. The situation of Fadak was different; 
handing it over would constitute disobedience to the Prophet Acsisijk> as he 
retained control over it till the end of his life and it had to be dispensed as Sadaqah 
on the basis of his words, “whatever we leave behind is to be disposed off as charity.” 
We have committed to shed light on this hadith and the time is very near when we 
will deal with it, Allah willing. 


Therefore, Fadak had become Waqf property and there was no possibility of 
anyone inheriting anything from it. If anyone inherited, it would be disregarding 
the above hadith of the Prophet #séij>, However, ‘Ammar ‘Ali and his cohorts 
consider honouring the commitment of the Prophet sszi{e and fulfilling his 


pledge something scornful and reprehensive. 


When Abi Bakr él succeeded the Prophet ása% and the wealth of Bahrain 
arrived, he made announcements inviting those whom the Prophet izat- had 
unfulfilled commitments to, or those whom he had promised to receive their 
dues. This resulted in Sayyiduna Jabir “eds; receiving 1500 coins. This gesture of 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #«ais highlights his devotion to the Ahl al-Bayt and proves that 
he had no intentions of supressing anyone’s dues. If he was so concerned about any 
possible commitments of the Prophet <s««i{> that he liberally gave those who 
claimed, why would he then seek to withhold what was due to the soul who was 
dearest to the Prophet dzat. 


Even if he withheld Fadak, then what did he gain from it. He neither used it for 
himself nor his family. Instead, he continued dispensing its revenue to the Ahl 
al-Bayt and to the recipients stipulated for it. It seems foolish then to withhold 
someone’s dues without gaining anything from it other than perpetual criticism in 
this world and torment in the hereafter. Being so intelligent, did he not know how 
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to usurp something and make it worthwhile. After all, his intelligence cannot be 
disputed even by the Shrah. 


Instead, the fact that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #«éi% understood the difference between 
the claim of Sayyiduna Jabir “ais; and the claim to Fadak proves what a genius 
he was. The claim of the Shrah of the gifting of Fadak is opposed by the hadith, 
“what we leave behind is charity”, whilst the claim of Sayyiduna Jabir «ais cannot 
be countered by any hadith. Similarly, there was no verse governing its revenue. 
Rather, it was either khums or ‘ushr or some other tax, which Sayyiduna Jabir adits 
was fully entitled to. 


It is also clear to those who have intelligence that witnesses are usually summoned 
when there is aneed to settle a contention or when any matter requires justification. 
When two people are disputing a matter, witnesses are sought to dispel the 
contention. Therefore, if a claim is made and there are no legal or logical grounds 
for contesting it, and especially if it is made by a true Muslim, then does the hadith 
not demand positive thoughts of every Muslim? If the Shrah do not have intellect, 
let them borrow some for a moment and reflect on this. It is for these enemies of 
intelligence that the Qur’an proclaims: 


3S exe 
Ae Ke of 
O glass DU! 
Then will you not use reason?! 


Therefore, if witnesses were not sought from Sayyiduna Jabir «i and witnesses 
were demanded from Sayyidah Fatimah ais, according to the Shrah allegation, 
then this establishes the great insight and wisdom of Sayyiduna Abi Bakr zás and 
his strict compliance to the teachings of the Prophet sats. If these two matters, 
wisdom and following the Prophet ása% are to be criticised, then ‘Ammar ‘Alt is 
correct in condemning him. If this is criticism, then we would praise him by saying 
that so and so is a donkey, a complete fool, steeped in immorality and vice, a liar 
and fraudster of a kind, etc. 


If virtue is vice and vice is virtue, we would be compelled to sing the praises of 
‘Ammar ‘Alt. But kindly do accept it from us in prose as we cannot render it in a 


poem. 


1 Sarah Ambiya’: 67. 
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Subhan Allah! The audacity to level criticisms against the most senior Sahabah and 
then deceive simple people by that. Consider the contents of his correspondence. 
He writes the following to Mir Nadir ‘Alt: 


Now you decide whether this is injustice and oppression or not? If this is 
not usurpation, then what is? Similarly, is this classified as hatred for the Ahl 
al-Bayt or love? Is this what the rights of the Prophet is- demand? The 
truth of the matter is that the Ahl al-Sunnah have such enmity for the Ahl al- 


Bayt that it makes them overlook the rights of the Prophet 254i, 


You have stated that you were not convinced about the Shi‘ah stance of Fadak 
being oppressively withheld from Fatimah ai. Now, I ask you to record the 
response of the Ahl al-Sunnah in the light of what I have written. Ask them 
why Jabir was considered truthful and Sayyidah Fatimah al-Zahra ¢ais% was 
not credible despite her presenting witnesses. 


So, I request them to present my response to ‘Ammar ‘Ali and let him know that 
unfortunately the Ahl al-Sunnah scholars could not verify what he has written 
since his claims are baseless. Ahl al-Sunnah scholars are not in the business of 
making wrong into right like their opponents do. Instead, they can rectify a wrong 
and make it known to the followers of ‘Ammar ‘Ali that his claims are wrong and 
that is why he has requested verification. The Ahl al-Sunnah are steadfast on the 
right path, so if guidance is your quest, grab the opportunity. 


It is time to expose the reality of ‘Ammar ‘All, who utters nonsense and makes 
ignorant remarks. Despite such glaring evidence and testimony, he still maintains 
that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «és usurped Fadak and that a devout soul like Abū Bakr 
zeis was an oppressor. Even if he did not boast other merits, this single incident— 
as they claim—is sufficient to prove his merit. It proves his intelligence too and 
that despite knowing that he may be criticised for that, he remained steadfast on 
the command of Allah. When he did not profit from Fadak in any way, why would 
he be interested in usurping it? 


Similarly, the fact that he may have sought witnesses from Sayyidah Fatimah gáis 
and not from Sayyiduna Jabir žá% makes another statement about justice and 
close ties. Consequently, those who have a very strong sense of justice are usually 
more stringent in applying the rules with their own, but they may be lenient to 
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others. Therefore, Sayyiduna Abū Bark’s «zai not considering Sayyidah Fatimah 
gáis establishes his genuine love for the Prophet s«kaije, 


When avoiding favouritism to one’s own and being lenient with others is a 
praiseworthy trait, then it was more incumbent upon him not to favour the family 
of the Prophet <saéxi{>, but apply the law correctly. So Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #<aiiss 
remained steadfast and did not bother about criticism. 


Dubious fanaticism 


So, look at how they have twisted events. Despite being irreligious, they level 
claims of irreligiousness to those who are devout, and these followers of Ibn Saba’ 
consider the devoted Sahabah to be enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt. If those who have 
trespassed the limits—in loving the Ahl al-Bayt—are considered greater than those 
who are devoted and loyal to them, and instead are actually considered their 
enemies, then this would be like saying that Christians love Nabi ‘Isa sé and that 
Nabi Muhammad {zx and his followers hate Nabi Isa sai, 


It is worth considering that one who is an extremist in his love is not necessarily 
in love with what he claims. Instead, he is love with his perceptions. Consequently, 
the Christians claim to love Nabi ‘Isa sé but they do not love him in reality, 
because what they are in love with is actually him being the son of God, which he 


is not. 


Hence, the Shrah have this perception (and they are fanatical on this basis). In 
reality, they are bereft of love for the Imams of the Ahl al-Bayt. If they consider 
the Ahl al-Sunnah to be the enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt, then this is just like the 
Christians considering the Prophet sast and his Ummah enemies of Nabi sa 
aik, 


The true enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt are those who do not regard Sayyidah Ruqayyah 
and Sayyidah Umm Kulthūm és as the daughters of the Prophet isat- 
despite the Book of Allah, the words of Sayyidunā ‘Alt x45, and the narrations of 
al-Kulaynt and others affirming this. 


Similarly, they consider Sayyidah ‘A’ishah Geail—the beloved wife of the Prophet 
css and one who has been praised by Allah in Stirah al-Nir, and the other 
wives of the Prophet #s«&«i{}—regarding whom it is proclaimed: 
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and his wives are [in the position of] their mothers. 


as well as Sayyiduna ‘Abbas %«éil;—the honourable uncle of the Prophet dcsscaiie, 
Sayyiduna Zubayr *«éiss—who is the son of the Prophet’s isat paternal aunt 
(i.e. his cousin) and who enjoys other familial ties with him as well, Mus‘ab ibn 
Zubayr—the son-in-law of Sayyiduna Husayn #5, Sayyiduna ‘Umar—who is the 
son-in-law of Sayyidah Fatimah sails, Sayyiduna Zayd—the son of Imam Zayn al- 
‘Abidin, and many other close relatives of the Prophet ása% who all qualify to be 
part of his ‘itrah (family) and Ahl al-Bayt as non-believers, renegades and enemies 
of Islam. 


The details pertaining to most of the above has passed in this book. Nevertheless, 
they shamelessly claim that the Sahabah were enemies of the Ahl al-Bayt. If 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr sé had enmity towards Sayyidah Fatimah Geils then none 
among the Ahl al-Sunnah would have had anything to do with him. Or as is the case 
of the Khawarij—had the Ahl al-Sunnah been like them—they would have never 
revered Sayyidah Fatimah sail. Instead, they would have done as the Shrah do, 
Allah forbid, and adopted Tabarri (disassociation) from the senior Sahabah. 


Now consider, is it still correct for you to lament the religiousness of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah—in the light of your false claims—or is it the Shrah that are lamentable. 
More so ‘Ammar ‘Alt, whose hatred for the Sahabah leaves no consideration for the 
rights of the Prophet isai. In fact, he has disregarded the testimony of Allah 
and the statements of the righteous Imams. He brands whoever he sees among 
the Ahl al-Bayt as disbelievers and renegades on account of any inclination to the 
glorious Sahabah. 


Luckily for the insensible scapegoat of Tagiyyah, otherwise Sayyiduna ‘Alt, Hasan 
Husayn, Zayn al-‘Abidin, Imam Ja‘far, and Imam al-Baqir also would have not been 
spared from the title of kufr. Have these souls not praised the senior Sahabah 
lavishly? As for Sayyiduna ‘Ali, Hasan and Husayn, they played a dominant role 
in supporting the Sahabah and the three Khulafa’. Then they wish to know from 
us the difference between seeking testimony from Sayyidah Fatimah Gais and 
releasing Sayyiduna Jabir zís from this obligation. 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 6. 
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If they classify the support and praises of Sayyiduna ‘Ali, Hasan, and Husayn A<ails5 
and the other Imams as Taqiyyah, why not consider the support of Sayyiduna ‘Umar 
and Sayyiduna ‘Abbas @ai% also as Tagiyyah. Or if the statements and actions 
of Sayyiduna ‘Umar, Sayyiduna ‘Abbas, and Sayyiduna Zayd al-Shahid are free 
from hypocrisy and deceit—or Tagiyyah—then why not consider the statements 
of Sayyiduna ‘Ali, Hasan and Husayn #45, and the rest of the Imams free from 
hypocrisy and double-standards? 


‘Ali and Umm Ayman versus Allah and ‘Ali 


Similarly, they should be told that we can agree that Sayyiduna Abi Bakr zás 
did not accept the testimony of Sayyiduna ‘Alt and Sayyidah Umm Ayman Sails 
as he was compelled to follow the command of the Qur’an stipulating two male 
witnesses or two females and one male. But why did they reject the testimony of 
Allah regarding multiple daughters of the Prophet <ssisijk> and the testimony of 
Sayyiduna ‘Alt zai too in this regard. They cannot even say that the testimony of 
Allah and ‘Alt «ails; falls short of the requirement for testimony as far as numbers is 
concerned because the testimony of Allah and ‘Ali «iis surpasses the requirement 
of two males or two females and a male. So why should the testimony of ‘Alt and 
Umm Ayman be valid but the testimony of Allah and ‘Alt invalid? 


Even if we accept—for the sake of ‘Ammar ‘Ali—that there were four testimonies 
along with that of Hasan and Husayn &ais5, then although this still does not fulfil the 
requirement, we would ask them that when the Book of Allah and the statements 
of the glorious Imams are profuse in the praise of the Sahabah, then why do they 
reject this testimony? This treatise has recorded the praises of the Sahabah from 
at least four Imams. So, besides the testimony of Allah, this is adequate testimony. 
Why has it been rejected? If this is not the worst scenario of rejecting credible 
testimony than what is? 


How lamentable is the religiousness of the Shrah? In venting their hatred for the 
Sahabah, they have not considered Allah, his Messenger and the illustrious Imams 
too. Above all, they taunt the Ahl al-Sunnah. What foolishness! 


‘Ammar ‘Ali and his followers criticise Sayyiduna Abū Bakr ais, whose merit is 
expressed by Allah and the illustrious Imams. If this is not Kufr, then what is kufr? 
If this is not enmity for the Ahl al-Bayt, then what is? 
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The details of the above statement occur in this book and there is no need to repeat 
it. The respected reader can review it at its relevant place in the book. 


They have criticised and condemned Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zás on the basis of 
a baseless and fabricated narration, which has no place in any authentic Sunni 
reference as it states that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr sais did not accept her claim 
without witnesses and when she did furnish witnesses, he rejected it. However, this 
narration—considering it valid—does not indicate that he considered the testimony 
false or that he suspected them of lies. Instead, his decision was governed by the 
Qur’anic law and he could not satisfy Sayyidah Fatimah’s gas request. 


They condemn him on this basis and ignore the verses of the Qur’an in his favour 
as well as the testimony and praise of the illustrious Imams, which has been 
transmitted by credible narrators to them. And in the case of narrations the 
narration of a sole credible female narrator is also acceptable; there is no need 
for the required amount for testimony or for the narration to meet the criteria of 
Tawatur’. 


Nevertheless, we have dedicated much time to this issue and although I can elaborate 
upon it more significantly, this much suffices those who have understanding and 
who are fair and balanced. Even if the narration of the gifting of Fadak and the 
narration of seeking witnesses are legitimate reports, then too Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr £5 is pure from any criticism of any kind and he is completely innocent. 
In addition to this, the narration of Minhaj al-Kiramah by Ibn Mutahhar al-Hillī 
expresses that he did not die with the crime of usurping Fadak recorded against 
him. As for not seeking witnesses from Sayyiduna Jabir “i, this matter has been 
dealt with more than adequately. 


A possible ijtihadi error 


In addition to this, Sayyiduna Abū Bakr sé was not infallible. He was after all 
a mujtahid and just like the Ambiya’ could err in Ijtihad a non-Nabi can also err. 


1 The word tawātur (recurrence) is a mode of transmitting ahadith. Recurrence obtains when a 
hadith is narrated through so many channels and by so many people that collusion upon forgery is 
deemed inconceivable (because of the assumption that such a large number of transmitters cannot 
find ways to conspire amongst themselves); knowledge engendered by this type is considered 
certain. 
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Consider the error in the Ijtihad of Nab1 Dawid ati and the correct Ijtihad of Nabi 
Sulayman sé as recorded in Sirah al-Ambiya’. On this basis, the ShTah could 
excuse him for his Ijtihad. Perhaps he erred in seeking testimony from Fatimah 
geass or he erred in excusing Sayyiduna Jabir #«é&iss. Considering that he has been 
praised by Allah and the Imams, it demands that he not be criticised. 


If this does not satisfy them and he cannot be excused, then the narration of Minhaj 
al-Kiramah seals the matter. It states that when Sayyidah Fatimah Gís admonished 
him he rectified his error and handed it over to her. Now everyone knows that one 
who repents froma sin after receiving admonishment is purified from his sin and it 
is deleted from his records. Therefore, he is not guilty and he cannot be punished. 
Even if he failed to repent, the verses in his favour establish that Allah has forgiven 


him. 


If an infallible Imam can be under the sway of Shaytan then Abū Bakr is 
excused as he is not infallible 


However, the Ahl al-Sunnah have no problem attributing an error to Sayyiduna Abi 
Bakr zás, as they consider him on the rank of a Walt, not on the rank of a Nabt. It 
is the Shrah who have a serious problem. They ought to review the following words 
of Zayn al-‘Abidin, which appear in Sahifah al-Kamilah. If the Imams are infallible 


$e 


and above the clutches of Shaytan, consider what Zayn al-‘Abidin <i\x5 says: 


eg Lgl Sl 5 Spill tens 5 belle gee Lb Sle oladi Ells 48 
a cnt icb 9 aa 45) glees 
Shaytan has taken control of my reins and led me to unbecoming thoughts 


and weak conviction and I complain to you of his evil association with me and 


my succumbing to him. 


Now consider that the Imam cannot lie. The Shrah would become disbelievers if they 
consider an Imam a liar. Nonetheless, he admits to succumbing to the promptings 
of Shaytan and unlike Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ails there is no verse guaranteeing his 
entry into Paradise. (The Shrah consider him ma‘sim (infallible), and we consider 
him to be mahfūz (protected). Similarly, the expressions ‘unbecoming thoughts’, 
‘weak conviction’ and ‘succumbing to him’ cannot be disposed as ijtihadi errors, as 
the nature of the acknowledgement admits to grave errors. 


140 


Nahj al-Balaghah—a Shīī collection of the speeches of Sayyiduna ‘Ali—has similar 
admissions. In fact, the Qur’an ascribes Khata’ (errors) to some of the Ambiya’. The 
incidents of Nabi Adam Sisk and Nabi Yinus sé are well-known. So, the error 
of mishandling the issue of Fadak, or usurping it as the Shrah claim is a trivial 


offence as Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ails; was fallible unlike the above personalities. 


O most benevolent Allah, you are aware of my deepest admiration and greatest 
reverence for Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin, the illustrious Ahl al-Bayt and the Ambiya’. 
You are aware that my words are being recorded here on the basis of the principle 
which states that relating kufr does not constitute kufr, nor render the one who 
has related it as a kafir. 


The Hadith about the estate of the Ambiya’ 
‘Ammar ‘Ali states the following as he continues: 


Similarly, when she realised that Abu Bakr had considered her claim false 
and she asked for it to be given to her as inheritance instead then Abi Bakr 
fabricated a hadith which is in conflict with the Noble Qur’an itself. He said 
that he heard the Prophet 46 saying that the material possessions of the 
Ambiya’ should be disposed off as charity and none of it would be for their 
heirs. In addition to this narration contradicting the Qur’an, the Prophet of 
Allah neither informed his daughter or any of his wives that his wealth would 
be disposed off in charity and they would have nothing of it, so they should 
not lay claims to it. How could the Messenger of Allah conceal this divine 
injunction from those concerned and reveal it to a stranger who has no one 
else to verify this report. 


‘Ammar ‘Alt has had his say; now he should give us a hearing too. The early Shit 
scholars criticise and curse Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «is for not giving Fadak as 
inheritance to Fatimah sé. However, when they heard the response to their 
allegation from the Ahl al-Sunnah, then those who came later on fabricated the 
narration of Sayyidah Fatimah dis receiving Fadak as a gift. They made great 
attempts to succeed with this dubious narration and even managed to admit it into 
some unpopular Sunnt references. They also appeared in the garb of Sunnt scholars 
of hadith and managed to transmit it to unwary seekers of hadith. However, the 
trick failed because the signs of falsehood were glaring from this narration. The 


game was over for the fraudsters as they were sniffed out and the books which 
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they managed to admit this narration into were unpopular resources. In addition 
to the narration failing them, the truth that liars have a weak memory proved 
itself as they failed to realise that a gift or Hibah is incomplete and inconclusive 
if the beneficiary does not get control and possession. Similarly, a claim cannot be 
established by the testimony of one male and one female and two children. 


Nevertheless, their plot failed miserably and Allah and His Messenger isats 
were on the side of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr dis. Consequently, Allah stipulates two 
males or two females and one male for establishing any claim and the Prophet 
icai retained administration of Fadak till the end of his life. 


The Shrah were bent on leading themselves to destruction so they fabricated a 
narration stating that Fatimah was entitled to Fadak because the Prophet ázie 
had a made a bequest to this effect. But they forgot that a bequest is only valid in 
wealth that can be inherited and there is no question of inheriting the Prophet’s 


izaki material possessions. 


The Shrah were faced with a predicament now. They had no basis to condemn 
Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «zails5 and at the same time they had to fuel these allegations in 
order to appease their masses and to continue soliciting money and other benefits 
from them. If they lost hold of their masses how else would they receive a haram 
share from the wealth of the deceased and enjoy Niydz and offerings? The latter 
generations picked up the old allegations of their predecessors, gave it a new touch 
and kept the criticism and reviling of Sahabah aflame. 


‘Ammar ‘Alt has done precisely the same in his letter to Mir Nadir. But he was a 
foolish thief and did not even know how to present the case correctly. Therefore, 
he says that ‘Alt and Umm Ayman bore witness and he adds Hasan and Husayn 
to the drama. He also makes claims of Hibah and inheritance at the same time, 
and also implicates ‘Umar dis for tearing the document up. Nevertheless, he 
has made great attempts to give credibility to his falsehood but it seems as if he 
has not come up against his match from the Ahl al-Sunnah as yet. If he had had 
an encounter with a learned Sunni, he would have forgotten all his ludicrous 


claims. 


All praise belongs to Allah, the Ahl al-Sunnah are on firm, unshakeable foundations. 
Why would it not be so firm when it is nothing but the truth? Let alone the great 
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scholars among the Ahl al-Sunnah, this humble soul can also strike deadly blows 
at the Shrah and some of it has passed in the pages before you. Nevertheless, let us 
asses his claims and deal with it bit by bit. He says: 


When she realised that Abū Bakr had considered her claim false and she asked 
for it to be given to her as inheritance instead then Abū Bakr fabricated a 
hadith which is in conflict with the Noble Qur’an itself. 


Honourable sir, a truthful and honest person acknowledges what is correct and we 
do not refute the fact that Sayyidah Fatimah vais; did make a claim to receive the 
inheritance of the Prophet scssdctiik>. If we were concealing something, we would 
have erased this narration from our books. The fact that we acknowledge and 
document that she claimed inheritance is enough to convince those who are just 
that the narration of gifting Fadak to her is baseless. [Since we document and do 
not deny,] we are not like ‘Ammar ‘Ali who refutes the records of Nahj al-Balaghah 
and the al-Kaft of al-Kulaynt which establish that Rugayyah and Umm Kulthim 
és were the daughters of the Prophet skis, 


No contradiction between Qur’an and the Hadith reported by Abū Bakr 


However, the claim that this hadith contradicts the Qur’an is untrue. Those who 
are intelligent already understand by this statement the level of proficiency 
that the Shrah have as far as the Qur’an is concerned. For a people who have no 
connection with the Book of Allah, how would they know what conforms to it and 
what contradicts it? But since we have to spell it out for them, let us commence by 
saying that this hadith does not contradict the Qur’an in any way. Not only does it 
conform to the Qur’an, it embraces the Qur’an. 


But in order to understand this fully let us elaborate on the objection of it 
contradicting the Qur’an in such a manner that would make the Shrah and their 
scholars grateful to us for it. After elaborating on the claim, we will respond 
adequately so that they may be shamed. 


It must be stated though that ‘Ammar ‘Al is fighting on the strength of others 
weapons; he has repeated whatever he has gained from here and there. He ought 
to have gathered the facts and presented his claim in a systematic fashion. Blurting 
established facts is surely not the art of debate. We could have simply responded by 
refuting all his claims and countering it with Sunni beliefs, without even bothering 
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with the proofs and evidences for Sunni beliefs. What would his response have 
been then? We would not respond in this manner, but we could have used the 
response of the Khawarij or the Nasibi for them. Consequently, we could have said 
that all the narrations about the merits of the Imams and the right to being Imam 
along with all those narrations which forms the foundation of Shrah belief are but 
baseless, fabricated reports. What would ‘Ammar ‘Ali do then besides remaining 
silent and backing off? 


But look at our kindness and fairness that we have undertaken to elaborate on the 


objection and state it in full and then respond to it. 


The Shii objection to this Hadith 


The Shrah have made great attempts to reject the hadith—which is ‘solely’ 
transmitted by Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #«a&iss—by asserting that it is in conflict with 
the Qur’an. They say that if a hadith contradicts the Qur’an, even though it has 
profuse transmission, it has to be rejected according to the Sunni principles of 
hadith. In this case, the transmission is by one sole narrator so it is even more 
incumbent to discard this hadith. 


Consequently, they assert it to be in conflict with the Qur’an due to the following: 
Firstly, the following verse establishes the right of inheritance for offspring and it 
stipulates two shares for male offspring and one share for female offspring. 


aR ete of ae E 
EY LE foe SAU S (3 UI Se y 
Allah instructs you all concerning your children: for the male, what is equal to the 


share of two females.’ 


Therefore, just as the rules of Salah, Hajj, Zakah, and other matters apply to the 
Prophet <s«ii{\>, the laws of inheritance apply to him as well. Therefore, the claim 
that the Prophet’s Asaic4ij,> wealth cannot be inherited is in conflict with this verse. 


Secondly, the hadith of Abi Bakr is in conflict with the following two verses as well: 


s 
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1 Sirah al-Nisa’: 11. 
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So, give me from Yourself an heir, who will inherit me and inherit from the family of 
Ya‘qub.' 


rose FL a eee 
39 9/5 les 99 
And Sulayman inherited Dawid. 


These two verses establish inheriting from Ambiya’. The second of the two verses 
say that Nabi Sulayman s£ inherited from Nabi Dawid Six. The first verse 
records the prayer of Nabi Zakariyya Se, He said: “So give me from Yourself an 
heir, who will inherit me and inherit from the family of Ya‘qub...” 


Thus, the second verse is explicit and it says that Nabr Sulayman Msk inherited 
from Nabi Dawid x£., This establishes inheritance from a Nabi. The first verse 
is not explicit but it expresses the words of a Nabi regarding inheritance and he 
surely knew better than anyone else about the prayer he was making. Similarly, he 
was not reprimanded for his prayer like Nabī Nth tie. In fact, he received glad- 
tidings of the acceptance of his prayer and he was not admonished at all. 


Nonetheless, these verses essentially establish inheritance from the Ambiya’. 
Therefore, how could the statement of the Prophet As£é:ij\>, “our estate is not 
inherited,” be correct? According to some versions of this hadith, he said: 
SY 
We do not inherit. 


This also seems incorrect as Nabi Sulayman #2 inherited from Nabi Dawid said 
and Nabi Yahya sl was to inherit from Nabi Zakariyya Salk. 


So, this is the elaboration of the allegation of contradicting the Qur’an which we 
have recorded in full, such as cannot be possibly articulated by any Shri scholar. 
Response 


Consider our response to this, which is soothing to the ears and pleasing to the 
soul. Our response will dispel all notions of this hadith even being in apparent 


1 Sarah Maryam: 5, 6. 
2 Surah al-Naml: 16. 
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conflict with the Qur’an let alone actual conflict. Before digesting the response, it 


is essential to clarify some preliminary issues. 


Firstly, there is no doubt about the entire Qur’an being the word of Allah, from 
beginning to end. This is why it is known as Kalam Allah. However, just like messages 
and correspondence of human beings, the nature of the address in the Qur’an is 
of two types. Let us consider human correspondence and then understand this 
in the context of the Qur’an. Consider how a person writes a letter to another, 
or despatches his messages to another person via an emissary. In both cases, the 
wording is that of the writer or sender, but the emissary is just the intermediary 
for conveying that letter or message. If we apply this to the Qur’an, the majority 
of it is like this. Allah’s address is either to the entire ummah or specifically to the 
Prophet zak- or to both. Sometimes the address is directed to a specific group. 
There is no need to illustrate this with an example but lest the Shrah fail to get the 
message, the following examples illustrate this: 


oyib ake Ç 
O My servants, then fear Me. 
a 
o FG a 
J gw SI 


O Rasūl.? 


pa 
3? 
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O Nabi? 


e Laa 153531 algal O36 
O Bant Isra’il, remember My favour which I have peel upon you.’ 


Consequently, the first verse is an example of a general address (to all Allah’s 
servants), the second and third is a specific address to the Prophet isats- and 


1 Surah al-Zumar: 16. 
2 Surah al-Ma’idah: 67. 
3 Strah al-Ahzab: 59. 
4 Surah al-Baqarah: 40. 
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the last is an address to the Bani Isra’ll to remember the favours of Allah upon 
them. Nevertheless, in all the above instances, the wording and the meaning is 
from Allah; it is not relating anyone else’s words. 


The second example of human correspondence is like the case of a person who 
is ignorant of a certain language and he cannot convey his message personally. 
Therefore, a scribe converts his message into words and presents it on his behalf. In 
this instance, the message would be considered to be from the one who is ignorant 
of that language, though the words are not written by him. 


Or take the scenario of a person who is directed by a lawyer to make certain 
remarks in a specific manner, the words emit from the person but they are actually 
the words of the lawyer. 


In a similar manner, there are certain instances in the Qur’an, which have been 
revealed by Allah, but it is understood that the reader of the Qur’an is expressing 
those words by himself. Consider the wording and meanings of the chapters 
commonly referred to as the four ‘Qul’s’. All other verses where ‘Qul (say) or ‘Quli’ 
(all of you say) are other examples of this. In all these instances the content which 
follows ‘Qul’ gives the impression that the speaker is the one who is addressing 
Allah with those words [yet the words have been inspired and revealed by Allah). 
In the case of Sirah al-Falaq for example, the Prophet sssiciij\> is directed to say: 
“T seek refuge...” 


However, when telling someone what to say it is imperative to tell them, “Say the 
following,” but when handing a document for them to read, the command, “Say” 
would not feature. In the same way, certain verses in the Qur’an are formulated 
in a manner that indicates that the person is addressing Allah with those words, 
or it is formulated in a way that gives the impression that the Prophet izate is 
addressing (human beings on behalf of Allah.) In some cases, ‘qul’ or ‘quli’ does not 
appear, but it can be likened to the document a lawyer gives the client with which 
he represents himself with; the instruction, ‘Say’ does not feature in it. 


Surah al-Fatihah is a primary example of this, especially from 


4 Cae vee Aao, F K 
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all a 


onwards, which means: 
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It is You we worship and You we ask for help. Guide us to the straight path, the path 
of those upon whom You have bestowed favour, not of those who have evoked [Your] 


anger or of those who are astray. 


It is very obvious that Allah has formulated this text and handed it over to the 
servant so that he could express himself in that manner before his Rabb. It is 
impossible for it to be the prayer of Allah as He does not pray to anyone or seek 
guidance and assistance. 


Evidence that the Prophet isi is exempt from the Address in “Allah 
Instructs You Concerning Your Children.” 


Having established the above, it should be noted that the verse in question: 


rks 2 3, -f gow @ 3 3 š 
EI BE fee SAU SYI (3 WI ee 
Allah instructs you all concerning your children: for the male, what is equal to the 


share of two females.’ 


and in fact, the entire surah, has been revealed similar to Sirah al-Fatihah. Allah 
has formulated the entire sūrah and handed it over to the Prophet ása% so that 
he could give instruction to people using the word of Allah, instead of his own 
words. The proof that this has been formulated on behalf of the Prophet scsaicsiiie is 
the word Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs you all). Consequently, Allah does not say: 


E ske G 


O My servants, I instruct you. 


Had this been Allah’s direct address to his servants, he would have said the above. 
Nevertheless, the manner in which it is phrased proves that the Prophet isats- 
is the speaker (on behalf of Allah) and that his followers are being addressed by 
him. He is educating them about the laws of inheritance using the text formulated 
by Allah for this purpose. This is just like the clerk of the court reading out the 
judgement of the judge to the claimant or defendant and informing them of the 
judgment given in their respective case. 


1 Surah al-Nisa’: 11. 
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Therefore, since Allah does not say, “O My servants, I instruct you,” it establishes 
that the Prophet ssi is proclaiming the message just as is the case with Sirah 
al-Fatihah, where it is understood that each and every person standing in prayer 


or reciting it is expressing its contents. 


Similarly, when the clerk reads out the judgement, it is understood that the 
judgement is not directed to him (i.e. the clerk). In the same way, the Prophet 
isaks should be considered to be excluded from the proclamation being made 
to his followers. Consequently, the hadith, “What we leave behind is charity,” has 
been expressed to highlight his exclusion from that proclamation. This is why this 
hadith is actually the Tafsir of this verse. The confounded Shrah misunderstand 
it to be a distortion of the verse and claim that there is contradiction between the 
Qur’an and hadith. They are ignorant, but they blame Abū Bakr zás. 


Therefore, the Qur’anic verse and the hadith are in perfect harmony. In fact, the 
hadith serves as the Tafsir of the verse, which is the case with all the ahadith of the 
Ahl al-Sunnah for that matter. 


Sometimes a ruler has an announcer proclaiming a new rule and it is understood 
from the nature of events that the one who is making the proclamation is also 
governed by that particular rule. Therefore, certain commands such as Salah, 
Zakah, and Hajj are sometimes expressed in a tone, which according to the previous 
explanation demands the Prophet’s ísak exclusion, but these apply to him as 
well on account of some other factors. 


Nevertheless, since it has been established from this verse that the law of inheritance 
does not apply to the Prophet saieiij\<, there was a possibility that some would fail 
to make the distinction and equate this to the commands of Salah, Fasting, and 
Hajj. Therefore, the Prophet sssiij\> uttered the following statement: 


We the Ambiya’ are not inherited from, whatever we leave behind is charity. 


Other examples of the Prophet’s 4:2 exclusion 


The fact that a different rule applies to the Prophet ása% is not peculiar to 
the case of inheritance. There are many other matters that are exclusively for 
the Prophet s<s«ijk>. Consider the opening verses of Sirah al-Muzammil and the 
following verse which make Tahajjud Salah mandatory upon the Prophet Asai 
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according to the majority view. However, Tahajjud Salah is not obligatory upon the 


ummah. 


Similarly, fasting continuously without iftar was lawful for the Prophet izi- but 
prohibited for the Ummah. If a woman offered herself for marriage to the Prophet 
iaat, without the obligation of dowry, then it was permissible for him to accept 
her in marriage; but it is not permissible for the Ummah. Similarly, the Prophet 
Acs was excused from giving equal time to all his spouses but he maintained 
this throughout his life. The rest of the Ummah is bound to be equal in this regard. 


Muslim men are permitted to have four wives, which appears at the beginning of 
this very surah. Consequently, the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah maintain that men can 
have four wives, not more. However, the Prophet {zati is excluded from this. 


It seems that the reason for his exclusion from this command is the very same 
matter which we have already established and that is the tone in this sūrah is not a 
direct command from Allah, but a command given to the Prophet izat to relay 
to the Ummah. 


Similarly, the admonition in the opening verse of this strah should also be 
considered to be from the Prophet sacs. The verse is as follows: 


2 a See Ce e a Bea, a nt 
ilI i ip Sil CI ASG E HUI GL 
O mankind, fear your Rabb, who created you from one soul. 


Had this been a direct statement and address from Allah, it would have read as 
follows: 


pace 2 o kA ae ae o 25 a G nf) 
Sil iN ASS CSE ISI ZL 
O mankind, fear Me, for verily I am your Rabb who created you... 


Therefore, (from the opening verse), the address is from the Prophet fsa to the 
rest of the ummah. This is why the command of inheritance would be applicable 
to the Ummah. Consider when a nurse or care giver directs the patient to take 
medication or avoid certain foods because of the doctor’s instruction, then those 
regulations do not apply to the caregiver too. The Prophet scsai&aii is also in the 


1 Surah al-Nisa’: 1. 


150 


position of the caregiver for his Ummah and he has relayed the instructions of 
Allah—who is the Curer—to us. Consequently, the Prophet ssi relayed the 
contents of this strah and he was exempted from its regulations. 


If any command is directed to the Prophet ssi then it is just like the doctor 
making a reference to something of relevance to the caregiver whilst giving 
instructions about the patient’s prescription. 


Therefore, we have established that the commands from the beginning of this strah 
till the end of the section on inheritance is expressed in relation to the Ummah. 
If the Prophet s<ssxii{\> is also intended in any command, then it is established by 
an external factor. And if not the entire strah, then surely till the end of the laws 
of inheritance, the text has been expressed in a manner that allows the Prophet 
Acs to convey it (as opposed to a direct injunction from Allah). 


The exclusion of the Prophet d<ssicaijk> or certain rules being relaxed for him is a 
matter which has parallels in our mundane worldly affairs. Therefore, a military 
officer has certain privileges which a common soldier cannot have. Therefore, 
just as the Prophet zaki is exempted from the law stipulating four wives only, 
the Prophet izak is not addressed by this law of inheritance. This implies that 
there is no conflict between the Qur’an and the hadith; instead they complement 
each other. 


Rather, conflict and contradiction is that which stems from certain ShTI reports 
stating that some of the Imams denied and deprived the other heirs from some 
of the belongings of their father and kept it to themselves, such as the sword, the 
ring, the copy of the Qur’an and some garments. These narrations are recorded in 
Shri references and the Ahl al-Sunnah have no record of these issues. So, on what 
basis was the inheritance denied or kept exclusively when the Qur’an stipulates the 
law of inheritance in Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs you all)? 


Nevertheless, even if the hadith of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr dis is incorrect or 
fabricated, its contents are accurate and correct. The law expressed in that hadith 
would still apply to Fadak and other material possessions of the Prophet ázie 
and they would not be inherited. It is no longer necessary for us to record evidences 
why this hadith is authentic, nor is it necessary to establish harmony between the 


hadith and the Qur’an. 
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But considering the fact that defending the chosen servants of Allah by defeating 
their enemies and silencing them would result in securing the favour of Allah, His 
Messenger sań, and Abū Bakr #<éiis—who is the greatest among the Awliya’— 
we will oblige and record another reason why there is conformity between the 
hadith and the Qur’an. We would also give a response to the remaining verses 
which would be of benefit to those who are balanced and unbiased. We would 
then express why this hadith is authentic and list the factors necessitating its 
authenticity, which is an issue contended by the Shrah. 


A second dimension of conformity between Qur’an and Hadith 


If the exclusion of the Prophet sat was not established from the tone of the 
verse, Yusikum Allah (Allah instructs you all) and the tone was such which indicated 
a general address, or if some dim-witted person claimed that the address was 
general; then too there is no difficulty in accepting the hadith of Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr «ais to be authentic. If the hadith is authentic it only qualifies the verse 
(serves as a Mukhassis), it does not contradict it. Qualifying the verse shows that 
there is an exception, whereas opposing the verse means contradicting it and there 
is a difference between creating an exception and being in contradiction. 


An example of creating an exception is as follows: A person says: “Everyone came 
to me except Zayd.” Nobody considers this to be a contradiction (though he used 
the word “everyone” initially). However, when he says except Zayd, then the last 
part of the sentence qualifies the first part and creates an exception. 


If somebody objects on account of the qualifying factor not accompanying the 
Qur’anic verse as is the case with the example cited above; where the exclusion 
occurs in words alongside the statement, then we would say that it is not necessary 
for it to occur in words alongside the text. Consider that the exclusion of Zayd 
in the above example appears in words, but the exclusion of billions of other 
individuals is also implied without occurring in words. One often makes a remark 


1 


of this nature, but the word “everyone” has a very limited implication. It surely 
does not refer to all the people of the world. It may only refer to a small group, or 
the people of a little village or society. How is it that we understand and accept all 


these limitations in this speech without any reference to it in wording? 


But if this example is not appealing to your understanding, then take another more 


21-34 


concrete example. Allah 45k says: 
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EGIS Sky Äi aA tb LAS Ó 
Then marry those that please you of [other] women, two or three or four. 


Consequently, the Ahl al-Sunnah and the Ithna ‘Ashariyyah among the Shrah are 
unanimous that four wives are the maximum for a Muslim male. So, if the command 
in Yūsīkum Allah (Allah instructs you all) is general without exception then the 
command of Fankihi (then marry) is also general. Where is the exception for the 
Prophet ssi alongside it in explicit terms? Therefore, just as the Prophet 
Acai is considered exempt from it on account of other supporting texts, the same 
applies to Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs you all); other texts establish his exemption. 


If they say that the Prophet’s ssi exclusion in the case of polygamy is 
established from a Qur’anic verse in Stirah al-Ahzab, which is as follows: 
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O Nabi isss, indeed We have made lawful to you your wives to whom you have given 
their due compensation and those your right hand possesses from what Allah hasreturned 
to you [of captives] and the daughters of your paternal uncles and the daughters of your 
paternal aunts and the daughters of your maternal uncles and the daughters of your 
maternal aunts who emigrated with you and a believing woman if she gives herself to 
the Nabi [and] if the Nabi wishes to marry her, [this is] only for you, excluding the [other] 
believers. We certainly know what We have made obligatory upon them concerning their 


wives and those their right hands possess, [but this is for you] in order that there will be 


upon you no discomfort. And ever is Allah Forgiving and Merciful.’ 


1 Strah al-Nisa’: 3. 
2 Surah al-Ahzab: 50. 
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Therefore, if the Prophet s<ssicsijk> was restricted to four wives then why did Allah 
list so many options of marriage for him? So just as this verse qualifies Fankihi 
(then marry) there should be a Qur’anic verse qualifying Yasikum Allah (Allah 
instructs you all). Where is it? 


We respond to this by saying that it is not necessary that a Qur’anic verse qualifies 
the verse; this can also be accomplished by a hadith. Since both are revelation, 
what is the difficulty in accepting this. But if they refuse to accept this, then we 
too reject that the verse Fankihi (then marry) is qualified by the verse they refer 
to. This is because when presenting something as evidence, then such evidence 
must be absolute and concrete, without other possibilities being entertained by 
it. Therefore, we say that the evidence is not absolute because indeed We have made 
lawful could be like the verse: 


Epila a ae ae Senate Spal LES I A 2155 & ane 


And lawful to you are “fal others] beyond these, [provided] that you seek them [in 
marriage] with [gifts from] your property, desiring chastity, not unlawful sexual 


intercourse. 


which simply lists the women one is allowed to contract marriage to on condition 
that dowry is given to them; it does not relate to number of wives. The fact that Sirah 
al-Ahzab was revealed before Sirah al-Nisa’ (and the verse Fankihū) establishes this 
possibility about the implication of the verse of Sirah al-Ahzab. 


Consequently, in al-Itqan under the discussion about the sequence of surah 
revelation, there is a sound hadith establishing this. Therefore, there was no 
revelation about limited polygamy (as the verse Fankihū establishes) when the 
verse, indeed We have made lawful, was revealed. When polygamy was not limited 
then the exclusion of the Prophet sań has no relevance, it was still unlimited 
polygamy for all. Why reveal the verse (of Sirah al-Ahzab) to establish what is 
known? Therefore, they are compelled to say that Fankihi (then marry) has been 
qualified by some other factor. 


But if they contest this and say that the sequence of revelation may only apply to the 
opening verses of the sūrah and it does not necessarily establish that every verse 


1 Surah al-Nisa’: 24. 
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of Sarah al-Ahzab was revealed before every verse of Sirah al-Nisa’. Consequently, 


the hadith of al-Itqan also gives some indication to this. 


Well, this certainly does not silence us because it is not necessary for us to respond 
to all these possibilities. If they claim that Sūrah al-Nisa’ was revealed before Sirah 
al-Ahzab, or if the particular verse of Nisa’, Fankihi (then marry), was revealed before 
indeed We have made lawful then they need to furnish evidence for it. Then only would 
their claim of Stirah al-Ahzab qualifying the verse of Sūrah al-Nisa’ be correct. 


Yūsīkum Allah is qualified by another verse 


We are not short of answers because the verse, Allah instructs you all, is qualified 
by another Qur’anic verse of Sirah al-Hashr, and Sirah al-Hashr according to the 
hadith of al-Itqan was revealed after Sūrah al-Nisa’. Consider the following verse: 


Lal Gay dzs 15 aU s Bi i 3345 oe i ARK 
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And what Allah restored to His Rasūl from the people of the towns, it is for Allah and 
for the Rasil and for [his] near relatives and orphans and the [stranded] traveller; 
so that it will not be a perpetual distribution among the rich from among you. And 
whatever the Rasul has given you, take; and what he has forbidden you, refrain from. 


And fear Allah; indeed, Allah is severe in penalty.’ 


Now to all the Ulam?’ of the Ahl al-Sunnah and balanced Shiv, it is evident that 
Allah has stipulated six shares from the wealth of al-Fay’. Consequently, some 
maintain that the share of Allah must be spent on the Bayt Allah and Masajid. 
However, the majority maintain that the wealth of al-Fay’ has five recipients only; 
it should be divided into five shares. 


However, since the text for Allah and for the Rastl which appears here appears exactly 
in the same manner in the opening verse of the tenth juz’, under the recipients 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 6. 
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of khums, and the Shrah consider it as five recipients there, so it would be the 
same five recipients here too in the verse of Sūrah al-Hashr. In this case, the for 
Allah would mean that wealth which is dispensed according to the command of 
Allah and to the recipients designated by Allah. Since the wealth was given for the 
cause of Allah, it is referred to as Lillah. Since the recipients have been stipulated 
by Allah, it is also called Lillah. 


Nevertheless, for Allah means that wealth belongs to Allah and it must be given 
to certain people for the pleasure of Allah. The reason for referring to Fay’ as the 
wealth of Allah is that Fay’ is such booty which comes into the hands of Muslims 
simply on account of the awe of the Muslim army, or by a peace treaty. Therefore, 
Allah has handed over such wealth by his grace to the Prophet isats- and the 
army did not engage in any battle prior to it. 


But since the awe of the Prophet <s«ij\> was augmented by the large army of the 
Sahabah, some of them could have desired a share of the Fay’. Subsequently Allah 
informed them that since their efforts were not utilised and that Allah had granted 
it to the Prophet izak as a bonus, therefore it was better to leave that wealth 
to be distributed according to the decree of Allah to the recipients cited in the 


aforementioned verse. 


Whilst the words to His Rasil establish the rights of the Prophet scsiaij\> over it 
for Allah qualifies this, and clarifies that the Prophet’s isst administration is 
not on account of his milkiyyat (ownership), rather it is on account of him being 
given custody over it (become its mutawalli). Therefore, he was the treasurer and 
caretaker, not the owner and possessor. If he was the sole owner, then why were 
others allotted shares in it? 


If we assume for a moment that the Fay’ is the sole property of the Prophet issaf- 
and that stipulating a share for the recipients is like how a portion of zakah is 
claimed from the affluent person’s wealth, then even though this assumption is 
negated by the wording of this Qur’anic verse, it would imply, Allah forbid, that 
the Prophet scsscaiit> left this world without discharging his obligation to the 
aforementioned recipients (since he did not allocate or demarcate their share of 
it). Such an implication can only be entertained by the Shrah. The Prophet scsskaie 
could not have been relieved simply by spending from its revenue on the specified 
recipients because the phrasing of the verse, And what Allah restored, shows that 
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they have a tangible share of the Fay’ itself over and above its revenue. Therefore, 
we cannot entertain the possibility of the Prophet’s ssa ownership. 


In the light of the above repercussions one fails to understand how the Shrah 
fabricated the hadith of gifting Fadak to Fatimah wai, or how do they adopt the 
view of his biological heirs being entitled to it solely. In fact, they consider Sayyidah 
Fatimah’s Ged exclusive entitlement to it and criticise the Sahabah in general 
and the three Khulafa’ specifically. If they perpetrated this error on account of 
ignorance, then what is the delay in repenting and making amends now? 


Yes, if we assume that Fadak did not come into the Prophet’s sai possession as 
Fay’ (but in some other manner), or that Fadak was the piece leftover exclusively 
for the Prophet Asses after having designated the balance of the land for the 
stated recipients, then their claim could have had merit. But ask them who can 
contest that Fadak was received as Fay’ or that it was not a dissected or cut up piece 
of land left for the Prophet ssi? 


The idea of Fadak being the legal share of the Prophet izsit- from the rest of the 
lands does not work out for the Shrah anyway. This is because if many settlements 
were received on account of a truce with each different group then each settlement 
has to be dissolved between the recipients individually due to the manner in which 
the verse is phrased. 


If some obstinate Shrah decided to reverse the claim and instead say that Fadak 
was the fifth [khums] share which the Prophet ása% received as booty; it was 
not Fay’ then the same issues arise once again. This is because the verse which 
establishes the Prophet’s ssi share of the Fay’ along with the remaining four 
recipients appears in the same format in Sirah al-Tawbah regarding khums. If they 
have any doubts about my statement on account of their ignorance of the Qur’an, 
then copies of the Qur’an are readily available for them to review. 


Added to this is the fact that khums is the share from booty or spoils of war. So, if 
Fadak was booty that was received after a battle then the Prophet isai- (along 
with the four recipients) is only entitled to khums, one-fifth, and the remaining 
is the share of the soldiers. Therefore, there is no way the Prophet izsk could 
have had ownership of the complete Estate of Fadak. 


It is also not possible that Fadak refers to the leftover portion of the Estate which 
was solely for the Prophet ssi since historians and the author of al-Qamis are 
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unanimous about the definition of Fadak. Actually, the Shrah also cannot dispute 
this. Therefore, the possibility of Fadak referring to the specific portion of the 
Prophet izak from that Estate is null and void. It is likewise impossible to say 
that the Fay’ or khums estates belonged solely to the Prophet scsaietiiie, 


Fay’ — not sole ownership 


There may be some who still dispute that Fay’ belonged to the Prophet scsaietiiie 
and that the other recipients can be likened to the obligation of zakah upon one’s 
wealth. Despite this interpretation not being supported by the verse, the word for 
Allah clearly establishes that the Prophet izat- does not enjoy sole ownership. 


Secondly, if what Allah restored to His Rasil already denotes the Prophet’s isats 
ownership, then what is the purpose of saying for the Rasul? Then instead of this, 
Allah could have phrased this verse and the verse of khums as follows without 
adding for the Rasūl to it, as follows: 


go, b, 
A gis al 
If someone says that ownership is not established from what Allah restored to His 
Rasūl, instead, it is established from for Allah and for the Rasūl, then this is more 
foolish than the first suggestion. This is because if the Lām in Li l-Rasū (for the 
Rasūl) establishes ownership, then the same Lam appears in Li Dhial-Qurbd (for the 
near relatives), etc. This implies that prior to it being received as Fay’ it was not in 
the ownership of the stated recipients (including Allah S;e:.) and it only came 
into their possession after it was made over to the Prophet zaii. 


Consequently, prior to being handed over, it was in the possession of the kuffar 
and their control over it was legal and valid. Similarly, if they embraced Islam or 
accepted the jizyah, it would have remained in their custody. Therefore, the Fay’ 
was previously owned by kuffar (and according to their suggestion, it then came 
into the ownership of Allah and the other recipients after it was handed to the 
Prophet ísak). 


Similarly, if Lam denotes ownership, then the Fd, which is for Ta‘gib (elucidation), 
implies that Allah was not the owner of this prior to that and this can only be 
entertained by the Shrah. The meaning of Fa is that it was initially in the ownership 
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of someone [i.e. kuffar] and thereafter it came into the ownership of Allah. And 
since two owners cannot have complete ownership over one item at the same time, 
it creates this impossible situation of saying that Allah had no ownership of it prior 
to giving it to the Prophet scskaife, 


This absurdity can only occur if the nature of Allah’s ownership and the nature 
of the kuffar ownership is considered the same. However, if the Shrah assume 
the stance of the Mu'tazilah in this matter—who declare the human being the 
Creator of his voluntary actions and equate Him to Allah in this respect—then who 
can restrain them from such folly? Therefore, if they consider the nature of the 
ownership of the Creator and the creation to be equal, then who could restrict 
them? As for the Ahl al-Sunnah, they consider Allah the actual owner whilst His 
creation has been given temporary administration over it and there is harmony 
between sole ownership and temporary administration, unlike sole ownership 
being declared for both the Creator and the creation. 


If we dismiss the above implication which rises from the ShiT interpretation and 
embrace the Sunni concept of ownership and temporary administration, then 
what about the temporary administration given to the other recipients, which is a 
result of considering the Lam for tamlik (ownership). This would imply that all the 
stated recipients enjoy temporary administration. 


Another interpretation 


If they say that Dh al-Qurbd (near relative) is attached to for the Rasūl and these two 
then combine and become attached on Allah, then the meaning is still distorted. 
This would mean that Fay’ is equally owned between Allah and between His Rasil 
and the other recipients. This meaning cannot be entertained by any Muslim as 
it demands that just as booty is distributed among the participants in battle, Fay’ 
also ought to have been distributed among the stated recipients thereby according 
them the liberty to do as they please. 


So, who is to bear the blame for the recipients not receiving their share in the 
manner stated above? Let alone the Prophet <csa‘éxi{>, the Ahl al-Sunnah cannot 
even entertain such a shortcoming on the part of his Sahabah. The Shrah, however, 
do not have any difficulty in levelling such accusations and making these allegations. 


One who scans their resources will unearth far worse accusations than this. 
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Similarly, if the distribution were to be made then another problem arises. In 
the case of booty, the participants in battle are limited and known. As for the 
relatives, poor, destitute and wayfarer; their numbers are unknown and giving 
each one their share is impossible. Sharing the actual land between them all is 
unfathomable and even distributing its revenue to all as required is beyond the 


capacity of anyone. 


Therefore, the revenue of Fadak did not reach each and every wayfarer, destitute 
and needy person, neither in the era of the Prophet izai nor in the era of 
Sayyiduna ‘Alt «ais. If we limit the revenue to those among these four recipients 
who are Muslim only, then too it is a task that can never be accomplished. 


A third interpretation 


If we assume that For Allah in this verse establishes absolute ownership of Allah, 
For the Rasūl refers to temporary ownership and administration of the Prophet 
isaks and for the near relatives till the end, lists the beneficiaries and recipients 
then the Ahl al-Sunnah would have no difficulty with this assumption except that 
it would have negative implications for Allah as will be explained shortly. 


Firstly, the Prophet ssi enjoys no exclusive ownership, it is just referred to 
as his ownership (as the beneficiaries are stipulated). Therefore, if his so-called 
ownership is transferred and inherited by his heirs, then his heirs cannot be 
entitled to the share of the beneficiaries too. If the share of the beneficiaries must 
be transferred, then it must go to the heirs of those who were its beneficiaries 
during his blessed lifetime. 


This clarifies the reason for Abū Bakr «sails; denying Fatimah’s wails; request as 
she requested sole possession of it and she did not ask for administration of its 
affairs as the Prophet s<scsiik> was instructed to administrate it. Therefore, the 
claim of Hibah or inheritance results in the rights of the remaining beneficiaries 
being trampled. The narration from Misbah al-Salikin—some of which has appeared 
previously—bears ample testimony to this. Therefore, if it were not for requesting 
sole rights to it why would Sayyiduna Abū Bakr refuse Sayyidah Fatimah zai to 
administrate its affairs in a legitimate way. Why would he excuse himself by saying 
that he had seen the Prophet isat adopting a certain course with Fadak and he 
was bound to do the same. 
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Those who are genuine accept the truth even if is against them. So, when Sayyidah 
Fatimah ís realised the truthfulness and veracity of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zais, 
she was satisfied with his decision and his administration. This appears in the 
narration of Misbah al-Salikin. 


If the Shrah cannot accept this, it proves their displeasure with Sayyidah Fatimah 
geaiss and that they, falsely, use the Ahl al-Bayt to incite enmity against the Sahabah 


The trouble with giving the Lam multiple connotations 


The above explanation is given in the light of Lam denoting absolute ownership for 
Allah, temporary administration for the Prophet sai and listing beneficiaries. 
This explanation suits us fine and accordingly Sayyiduna Abū Bakr administrated 
Fadak after the Prophet ġa% and gave what was due to Sayyidah Fatimah wads. 


However, this consolation from the Ahl al-Sunnah will not really help the Shr'ah 
too much. What about all the other problems this interpretation creates? Firstly, 
if Allah really wanted to give ownership to his beloved Rastil Asaiesi{>, then why 
make it so complicated that other beneficiaries are inextricably wound up with it? 
Secondly, the miraculous eloquence of the Qur’an remains unchallenged in even a 
short sūrah like al-Kawthar. But if we accept this interpretation, then the Qur’an 
loses its miraculous eloquence because the Prophet sati receives ownership 
but he is denied of sole discretion and authority over what has been given to him. 
Similarly, (the multiple and diverse connotations of Lam) is something which is 
hard to accept. Instead, the opposite of that interpretation appears to be valid and 
nobody has perhaps elaborated on this impossible interpretation as I have. 


Thirdly, if the Lam of Fa li l-lāh (for Allah) cannot be for tamlik (granting ownership), 
simply because tamlik could only occur when there was no ownership prior to 
that, which cannot be so in the case of Allah, then this is acceptable. Then would 
the same be said about the Lam in Dhi al-Qurba, etc. Surely these other recipients 
cannot be on par with Allah having perpetual and absolute ownership since ever. 


Fourthly, if the ownership of the Prophet ssi is like the ownership which 
humans have over their possessions then the link between the words demands 
the same type of ownership for the other beneficiaries too. But if the ownership of 
the Prophet ása% is distinct like the ownership that Allah has, then just as how 
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there is no inheritance in the possessions of Allah, there ought to be no inheritance 
in the possessions of the Prophet csaieaiile, 


Reasons why the Prophet’s #s.<ii> possessions cannot be inherited 


Considering the second alternative, there are two factors supporting the notion 
that the Prophet’s csaicaijk> possessions cannot be inherited. Firstly, the Prophet 
Jafe and every other Nabi of Allah is alive in his grave and a living person’s 
ownership does not terminate over his possessions. Just like how a person remains 
absent from his family for a period and they distribute his belongings, it remains 
his and he has every right over it. Their ownership is not established by distributing 
it amongst themselves. the Prophet åsa% also remains confined to his grave and 
none can have ownership of his possessions. This is the reality behind the hadith 
transmitted by Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «zai but the Shrah cannot understand. 


If the Shr'ah dispute this and disagree to the fact that the Prophet acsaiesii> is alive 
in his grave then there is a second factor which is as follows: On account of the 
great insight into realities which the Prophet ssi had, he realised the absolute 
ownership of Allah over everything all the time. He never considered anything to 
truly belong to him. This is just like how someone is invited for meals at another 
person’s home. He considers the food presented to him as being the possessions 
of the host, which he has been allowed to benefit from him according to his 
requirements. He has no authority to do as he pleases or take it away from the 
home for his dependants just as he has no authority over any of the furniture or 
decor of the home. If he had any degree of authority over it, it would not have been 
considered a flaw if he were to take it home or do anything else with it. 


The Ambiya’ also consider what has come into their possession in a similar manner. 
They consider such possessions to be in the actual ownership of Allah and that 
they have been allowed to benefit just as the guest helps himself to what is offered 
to him. Since they maintain that they have no real ownership and that it has been 
loaned to them, they maintain that their heirs have no entitlement to it. This is 
why the Prophet sséaijke said: 


We (the Ambiya’) are not inherited from, what we leave behind is Sadaqah. 
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Dispelling the misconception 


If the possession of the Ambiya’ is really not theirs on the basis of the above, then 
this would imply that their selling or purchasing any item should not be valid. It 
requires someone very foolish to assume this because in this world also we see that 
when there is a relationship of attachment and love between two people, then the 
one allows the other to sell his or her possessions if the need arises for him to do 
so. When there is a very close relationship between two people then permission is 
not required to do as one wishes, what then can be said about Allah Ss: and 
the Prophet si based on the relationship between them. Therefore, one has 
free reign over the possessions of another, but despite this one would not consider 
oneself the owner or feel that one’s heirs should be entitled to inherit it. 


Consequently, the intimate understanding of realities compels the Ambiya’ to 
consider sole ownership of everything to Allah all the time, even in that which is 
given for their temporary disposal. They utilise of it as per requirements without 
considering themselves entitled to it at any time. 


All humans besides the Ambiya’—despite their perfections and merits—cannot be 
on par with the Ambiya’ in this perception. The comparison between the Ambiya’ 
and normal people is like the comparison between children and elderly, wise people, 
or like the comparison between sane and insane people. Therefore, when a child 
or a fool gets control over an item that belongs to another person, they consider 
it to be theirs. If someone tries to draw it away from the child, the child throws 
a tantrum and gives a fight. This reaction from the child sometimes compels the 
owner to release ownership to the child. 


Similarly, ordinary humans consider themselves the sole owners of material 
belongings which actually belong to Allah, but are given to them on a temporary 
basis. They may verbally acknowledge that everything belongs to Allah, but the 
attachment of their heart to it tells a different story. 


If someone—in resembling the Ambiya’—really feels that it belongs to Allah, then 
firstly his perception cannot be as genuine as the perception of the Ambiya’. 
Secondly, how would anyone else be convinced about this truly being his inner 
state? Therefore, it cannot be said that his wealth should not be inherited like the 
wealth of the Ambiya’. 
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The summary of this discussion is that the ownership of the Ambiya’ is just like the 
ownership of Allah, wherein inheritance is not established. If somebody feels that 
this discussion on the possession of the Ambiya’ is biased, then so be it; there are 
other reasons why inheritance is not established in the possessions of the Ambiya’ 
and this still creates a problem for those who claim that inheritance must be 
established. Similarly, if for the Rasūl establishes the Prophet’s #sai<4i{\> superficial 
ownership only, it does not have any negative impact for the Ahl al-Sunnah, but 
does this interpretation really make sense? Therefore, the Lam in li l-Rasūl (for 
the Rasūl) and in li Dhi al-Qurbā (for the ear relatives) cannot establish milkiyyat 
(ownership) and istihgaq (entitlement) in the same manner as the Lam in 


fo y s G 
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For the male, what is equal to the share of two females.’ 
and 
By 
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You may have your principal amount.’ 


respectively. 


What Does the Lam Denote Then? 


If we say that the function of the Lam is to list the beneficiaries as is the case with the 
following verse, then even the Shrah are compelled to accept this interpretation 
because it appeals to the intellect. Such as in the verse: 


Hi ái KiE Stal osig „I ELSI ra 
ies pon, 815 a Jo 285 Se ts gs 


Zakah expenditures are only for he poor tat for the needy and for those employed to 
collect [zakah] and for bringing hearts together [for Islam] and for freeing captives [or 
slaves] and for those in debt and for the cause of Allah and for the [stranded] traveller, 
an obligation [imposed] by Allah.’ 


1 Sirah al-Nisa’: 11. 
2 Surah al-Baqarah: 279. 
3 Strah al-Tawbah: 60. 
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But if they lack intelligence and do not understand, then let them consider the 
function of Lam in the verse of Surah al-Anfal, i.e. the verse of khums: 


wer 
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And know that anything you obtain of war booty, then indeed, for Allah is one fifth of 


it and for the Rasūl and for [his] near relatives and the orphans, the needy, and the 


[stranded] traveller. 


This Lam is for listing beneficiaries according to their scholars too. This is affirmed 
by Abū al-Qasim referred to as Al-Muhaqqiq—who is the author of Shara7' al-Islam. 
Other Imamiyyah scholars also concur with this. In fact, this is transmitted from 
the Imams too. 


Beneficiaries do not have ownership of anything before it is given to them just like 


how a destitute or needy person has no authority over zakah prior to receiving it. 


Nevertheless, since the Lam is not for milkiyyah or istihqaq—but rather for listing 
beneficiaries—it explains why the Prophet sscaiit> always distributed from the 
revenue to the beneficiaries but he did not distribute the actual land and allot 
shares for the respective recipients. But if the Lam—which appears before the 
recipients—denoted milkiyyah and istihqāq then the Prophet isaf would have 
had to distribute the actual land because that is primarily the Fay’, not the income 
or revenue thereof. This fact requires no further clarification. 


Objection from the Shi‘ah 


If they accept that the beneficiary has no prior ownership over what he has received 
but the words Ma Afa’ Allah (what Allah restored) demand that the Prophet scssxeiijie 
distribute the actual land among the recipients, and not its revenue. This humble 
scholar would say to them that the Ahl al-Sunnah would give a logical explanation 
to this too, but let the Shrah consider for a moment whom they are criticising. 
This criticism does not fall on the Ahl al-Sunnah; it targets the Prophet {sates 
directly. 


1 Sūrah al-Anfal: 40. 
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As for the Ahl al-Sunnah—on account of our iman in the Prophet dcseziji>—we 
blindly accept his actions to be correct even if there is no evidence for it. But 
considering that we have laboured so intensely to defend the honour of Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr aii and the rest of the Sahabah, why would we not defend the honour 
of the Prophet zatie? 


Therefore, if out of enmity and hatred for the Sahabah, the Shrah deem it 
appropriate to level criticism against the Prophet Asse by saying that the verse 
does not advocate distribution of revenue to the beneficiaries. It actually requires 
distribution of the land and if this is so, why did the Prophet izat- not do so? Had 
he distributed it, he would have had sole ownership of a chunk of it and Sayyidah 
Fatimah’s zás claim of inheritance to this piece of Fadak would have been valid. 
Similarly, this would not implicate Fatimah ¢<i—who is infallible according to 
the Shrah. She is implicated by seeking inheritance in something which actually 
did not belong to her father. Therefore, instead of Abū Bakr ais, this had led to 
Fatimah ais being criticised whilst she is infallible. 


Similarly, if an owner of an item [i.e. Allah] hands it over to one person and 
entrusts him with the task of distributing it between himself and the rest of the 
beneficiaries, then even though he has not distributed it, he has no entitlement to 
the share that would have been, had the distribution taken place. This is because 
the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah maintain that Hibah to multiple beneficiaries in one 
item does not accord anyone ownership unless gabd (taking possession) occurs 
and qabd cannot occur without distribution taking place. Therefore, the Prophet 
izale had qabd till the end of his life (without distribution). So, if any of the other 
recipients cannot have ownership prior to gabd, then the Prophet izai- had qabd 
(without distribution) over the whole Fay’, including his portion. This establishes 
that his ownership cannot be finalised whereupon the claim of inheritance from 
Fatimah ás could be entertained. 


Nevertheless, the Shr'ah have two objections against the Prophet sss for 
distributing its revenue and not the actual land. Firstly, his actions are in conflict 
with the verse. Secondly, it has become difficult for them to retain the claim of 
Sayyidah Fatimah zís being infallible on account of his not effecting distribution 


of the land. 


166 


We are now compelled to respond and defend the honour of the Prophet ázat, 
Perhaps it will secure us a good position in the hereafter and it will silence the 


Shr‘ah forever. 


Fay’ is actually Waqf — not personal ownership 


Before proceeding, the Shrah out of hindsight level such objections which 
are detrimental to their own faith without tarnishing the image of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah in any way. Nevertheless, what Allah restored appears as Jumlah Ismiyyah 
(a nominal sentence). In eloquent expression, Jumlah Ismiyyah denotes constancy 
and perpetuity (i.e. dawam and thubit). This demands the perpetual attachment 
of the recipients which are Allah, His Rasūl, Dhū al-Qurba, etc., to it. The perpetual 
relationship between the two can only be envisaged if Fay’ is classified as Waqf. In 
other words, Waqf remains forever in the ownership of Allah and the beneficiaries 
benefit from it perpetually. 


Difference between Sadaqat and Fay’ 


Whilst the same Jumlah Ismiyyah occurs in the verse: 


Za Z of is . i 4 A - @ ae 
Zakah expenditures are only for the poor and for the needy. 


there is a difference between Sadagah and Fay’ for those who understand. Giving 
Sadaqah is an instant action and there is no perpetuity to the action. It terminates 
just as rapidly as it commenced. Therefore, prior to releasing it, it is not classified 
as charity. Had it been charity before it was dispensed all the promises of Allah for 
giving charity ought to apply, such as being entitled to rewards, discharging one’s 
obligation, cooling the wrath of anger of Allah, etc. Similarly, after being received 
by the needy, it again loses its classification as Sadaqah. Therefore, if the needy 
person then entertains a wealthy person or a Sayyid with it, it is considered valid 
and permissible. Therefore, the wealth of Sadagah is only classified as such in the 
moment when the exchange takes place, not prior to it and not after that. 


Nevertheless, what Allah restored denotes perpetuity but (in philosophical terms) 
perpetuity arises only when the subject remains forever attached to the predicate. 
However, it is not anyone’s task to identify the actual subject in each situation. 
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This requires in-depth understanding and insight, which is divinely conferred to 
whomsoever Allah wills. 


Therefore, in what Allah restored the actual subject is the word Ma (what), which is 
a reference to Fay’ lands. As for the word Afa’ (restored), it is for clarification and 
dispelling ambiguity. Therefore, for Allah onwards [and the rest of the recipients] 
will remain forever attached to it. In philosophical terms, this is known as Qadhiyyah 
Da’imah (perpetual relationship). Having understood this, it is evident that the 
Prophet’s ása% action was in conformance with this verse. 


Infallibility of Fatimah 


As for Sayyidah Fatimah als being infallible and such a gesture impacting on 
her infallibility, it should be known that the Ahl al-Sunnah do not entertain this 
belief about a non-Nabi. Similarly, in the discussion on the verse of Sirah al-Fath, 
we have explained how an infallible can have a misunderstanding and fallible 
human can have the correct perception. There are numerous other instances of 
this which appear in the Qur’an and Sunnah. The example of Nabi Dawid size 
passing judgement which was not as accurate as that of Nabi Sulayman ist, who 
was not yet a Nabi, or an Imam as Shri terminology requires. But if the Shrah do 
not know the contents of the Qur’an then it is not our fault. 


Consequently, the objection levelled by the Shiah towards the Ahl al-Sunnah for 
following such leaders who are fallible and can err is just like the case of a blind 
person saying that the sun has no light and him saying that there is no vision in 
his eyes. So, this allegation of the Shrah does not show any shortcoming in the Ahl 
al-Sunnah; it actually depicts the weak mental aptitude of the Shrah. 


Third evidence that the Prophet isi did not have ownership of Fay’ 


A third evidence that the Prophet s<s%ij> did not own Fadak and that the 
stipulation of beneficiaries was not like the injunction of zakah from one’s wealth. 
This proof is so adequate that it dispels any objection about why Fadak itself was 
not distributed. It is as follows: The revenue of land is either through its fruits 
or crop harvest. Consequently, the trees and crops are indirectly part of the land. 
This is just like how prior to plucking the fruit from a tree, the tree and the fruit 
on it are referred to collectively as a tree and prior to harvesting the crop the land 
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is referred to as land even though it has crops on it. In a similar way, what Allah 
restored also refers to the revenue of the land. 


But just as how a crop has seeds and husk for example, it is then shared between 
human beings and cattle. in the same way, there is a partnership between Allah and 
the recipients in the Fay’ lands, each receiving what is suitable for him because Allah 
has stipulated his share in the verse along with the other recipients. Therefore, 
since Allah is independent of food and drink, and human beings are dependent the 
distribution will be accordingly. The words fugara’ (poor) and masakin (orphans) 
inherently convey this meaning of dependency. The word Rasil [also listed as a 
recipient] conveys the meaning of need and dependency too. Consider that the 
office of Nubuwwah is such an onerous responsibility that it hardly leaves any time 
for mundane tasks. Therefore, the Prophet izat remained devoted to his task of 
conveying the message till he was called back by Allah. Consequently, the Prophet’s 
izafe lack of material resources is evident from the word “Rasiil” itself and since 
he was devoted to the cause of Allah he has been listed as the first recipient. 


Nevertheless, it is evident that listing all these beneficiaries in the Fay’ is on account 
of their need. Therefore, the distribution would be as follows: The fruits and crops— 
which are essentially part of the land—along with the land itself would be what is 
referred to as what Allah restored. The ownership of the actual land will remain for 
Allah but its revenue would be distributed to the recipients due to their need. 


This explanation dispels the possibility of the Prophet sati having ownership 
of the Fay’ lands and the recipients being added to it like the purpose of zakah in 
one’s wealth. It also dispels the objection of not distributing the actual land among 
the recipients. 


Fourth evidence that the Prophet isi did not have ownership of 


3 


Fay 


Ready yourself for the fourth proof now so that any doubts that remains in the 
heart can be completely wiped out. The verse, what Allah restored, has its recipients 
outlined, in which there is also mention of the Prophet ása. However, this 
does not necessitate ownership of the Prophet ása%ńiķ- because if we assume that 
there was ownership then the outcome (Jaza) which is found after the condition 
(Shart) as established by the letter fa would be general in all the recipients resulting 
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in complete ownership to all the recipients in all the categories. Since, this is not 
so, as agreed upon by both the Sunni and the Shrah, there is no reason to restrict 
it to only one or two of the categories of the recipients mentioned. Thus, there is 
no possibility of understanding the verse in a way that singles out only one or two 
categories for ownership. Yes, the infallibility of the Prophet isst meant he 
would be the one to divide it; however, this does not mean he had ownership of it. 
On the other hand, if every category mentioned—besides Allah which is evident— 
are considered mere recipients (Masarif) then it would make perfect sense. 


If indeed the issue was one of ownership, then the verse would have been revealed 
in the following manner, For the Rasil, for Allah, and for the near relatives, thus 
establishing ownership to the Prophet áss- prior to mentioning the recipients. 
Sure, the eloquence of the Qur’4n would have then been compromised but then 
ownership of the fay’ by the Prophet «ijt would have been guaranteed. 


Fifth evidence that the Prophet <i did not have ownership of Fay’ 
The fifth evidence is that the personal pronoun in: 
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So that it will not be a perpetual distribution among the rich from among you. 


refers to what Allah has restored. Therefore, the stipulation of beneficiaries is to 
avoid a situation where the lands of Fay’ become privately owned wealth. This can 
only be possible if we consider the stated recipients as permanent beneficiaries to 
the Fay’. If it is considered the Prophet’s isaks- personal possession, then that 
which was being averted would inevitably come to pass. This is because if the direct 
descendants who inherited it initially were not affluent then the system of Allah is 
such that affluence or poverty is not retained perpetually in any family. Therefore, 
if this land were inherited then in the subsequent generation’s ownership of it 
could come into the hands of wealthy and affluent ones. 


However, confining the rich to rulers or affluent ones among an army has no 
substantiation. Yes, if this verse listing the beneficiaries was revealed to break the 
hopes of wealthy army officials or rulers of the era of ignorance—who consumed 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 7. 
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all the booty themselves—then too the command in the verse is all-encompassing, 
though the situation for which the verse was revealed maybe somewhat specific. 
Consequently, there are hundreds of examples where a situation or incident 
demanded the revelation of a verse or a prophetic injunction, but the ruling was 
general and applicable for all. Therefore, the rich have to have broad connotations. 


Sixth evidence that the Prophet #s:<j- did not have ownership of Fay’ 


The beneficiaries listed in this verse, have been listed by their predominant 
characteristic. The Prophet ása% has been referred to by his position as a Rasūl, 
the needy, destitute and the wayfarer have been referred to with those specific 
characteristics as well (i.e. need, destitution, and travelling). There is no mention 


of identities of individuals. 


This verse is then followed by the verse: 


And: 
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For the poor Muhdjirin who were expelled from their homes and their properties, 


seeking bounty from Allah and (His) approval and supporting Allah and His Rasill, 


(there is also a share). These are those who are truthful. 
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And (also for) those who were settled in Madinah (the Ansar) and (adopted) the faith 

before them. They love those who emigrated to them and find not any want in their 

breasts for what they (the Muhdjirin) were given but give (them) preference over 

themselves, even though they are in privation. And whoever is protected from the 


stinginess of his soul — it is those who will be successful.’ 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 8. 
2 Surah al-Hashr: 9. 
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And then: 
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And (these is a share for) those who came after them, saying: “Our Rabb, forgive us 
and our brothers who preceded us in faith and put not in our hearts (any) resentment 


toward those who have believed. Our Rabb, indeed You are Kind and Merciful.’ 


These three subsequent verses are badal (alternatives) from near relatives and 
orphans and the [stranded] traveller. 


It is evident that these characteristics have a relationship with the Fay’ and that 
Fay’ must be dispensed in these avenues. Since land and its revenue can continue 
forever, and it is not something that perishes upon usage such as food, which 
perishes upon consumption, therefore, the beneficiaries will continue benefitting 
from it till the end. If not, the implication of continuity and perpetuity, which is the 
effect of Jumlah Ismiyyah would be forfeited. This is only possible if Fay’ is classified 
as Waqf and the actual land is not distributed among the recipients. 


Since the predominant characteristic of the recipients has been mentioned, the 
Muhaggiqin maintain that the khums which is received today, the share of the 
Prophet isak- would no longer be considered, as the characteristic of risalah is 
not to be found any longer. 


Seventh evidence that the Prophet <s.<j\- did not have ownership of Fay’ 


It is obvious to one and all that Allah is the Supreme Owner of everything and 
everyone. The ownership of human beings is temporary and superficial. This is 
similar to a landlord owning a few homes which he has given on rent. Each tenant 
refers to the rented home as his home. Similarly, Allah has allowed us usage and 
benefit of the things given to us for some time and just like those tenants, we refer 
to those things as our personal belongings. Similarly, the landlord has to enter a 
contract with the lessee and receive rentals from him, otherwise the properties 
would remain in his possession. In the same way, our ownership of what has been 
created for our use is also dependent on a contract in order to secure it, which 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 10. 
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could either be purchasing, receiving it as a gift or it being handed down to one as 
a bequest. If not, Allah retains ownership over it. 


As for the Fay’ lands, the only manner to secure ownership over it was through 
receiving it as booty, but this option has been ruled out because Allah had given it 
without any battle. Therefore, the Rasul, Dhū al-Qurba, etc., have been stipulated 
as beneficiaries to determine a means for them to secure their rights over it. 


Nevertheless, these seven evidences highlight why these beneficiaries would be 
the perpetual recipients of the revenue from Fay’ (and not its owners). 


Therefore, Sayyidah Fatimah’s gai claim for it establishes that she is not infallible. 
And even if she were infallible, infallible souls can have a misunderstanding 
sometimes as has been established. In this case, the reason for her misunderstanding 
is evident. She saw the Prophet ss&:i{ administrating its affairs throughout 
his life and being the most devout woman, how would she know whether it was 
classified as Fay’ or booty. Women of her calibre who have no worldly aspirations 
are bound to be in the dark about these material matters. More so, when the issue 
revolves around Fay’ which is from the settlements of Khaybar. 


It is evident that the nature of these settlements was diverse; some were conquered 
and others were secured peacefully, like Fadak. Consequently, there is a difference 
of opinion among the scholars about Khaybar; was it conquered or did they submit 
willingly. 


Nevertheless, it is evident that the Prophet iza% had no personal ownership 
over Fadak and that the remaining recipients are not determined in the manner in 
which zakah is determined as a percentage upon one’s wealth. This could have been 
entertained if not for the attachment of Dhū al-Qurba upon Rasil. Therefore, since 
the remaining beneficiaries had no ownership, ownership cannot be concluded for 
the Prophet Asset too. 


Two difficulties in considering Dhū al-Qurba and other recipients the 
owners of Fay’ 


Assuming that Dhū al-Qurba and other beneficiaries are owners of Fay’ then it 
implies that the Prophet ssi and these beneficiaries had joint ownership 
over Fay’. This creates two problems; firstly, this gives unlimited people joint 
ownership as there is no limitation of the Dhi al-Qurba and other beneficiaries. 
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Their numbers could fluctuate on a daily basis. More so if we consider, “And (these 
is a share for) those who came after them, saying: “Our Rabb, forgive us and our brothers 
who preceded us in faith,” which includes all believers till the end of time. Secondly, 
booty and debts also for that matter cannot come into one’s ownership unless it 
comes into one’s possession. As for Fay’ it has not come by through the efforts of 
the beneficiaries; it is God-given. Without assuming possession and authority over 


it, it remains unattached. 


We can conclude that there is ample evidence suggesting that Fay’ was not owned 
by the Prophet ġa. Just as how ownership is not established, the possibility 
of ownership is also not established. Conversely, the impossibility of ownership is 
manifest. This required such a lengthy deliberation from me, because though non- 
ownership is evident; I had to establish that the possibility of ownership is also not 
fathomable. Since I am debating with obtuse people, I was compelled to elaborate 
at length. 


An objection about Waqf which stems from the verse, “And those your 
right hand possesses” 


It should be noted that what Allah restored is general, which includes movable and 
immovable property. Therefore, if what Allah restored attains the classification of 
Waqf, then it includes movables, and this creates two problems. Firstly, the Hanaft 
school of thought maintain that movables cannot be classified as Waqf. Secondly, 
movables from the Fay’ were never classified as Waqf and it was always considered 
personal property according to the unanimous view of scholars. Consequently, 
these movables were bought, sold and owned, indicating that these movables of Fay’ 
were not Waqf. This is evident from the fact that the Prophet ása% distributed 
the arms and weapons from the Fay’ of Bani Nadir among the Sahabah, with no 
hint of it being Waqf property in any way. 


In fact, there is clear testimony of this in the Qur’an which is supreme evidence. 
Consider the following verse: 


Pa a 3 AA P EA 38 Ze pe 
SLE aU) FL Le Se EK Le 
And those your right hand possesses from what Allah has returned to you (of captives). 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 50. 
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This means: O Nabi, we have made lawful for you those bondswomen whom you 
have received through the Fay’ which Allah has handed over to you. 


Consequently, it is evident from this verse that the slaves (movables) from Fay’ are 
not classified as Waqf, they can be owned. Therefore, if one item of the Waqf can be 
owned it creates an objection about the interpretation that we have given to what 
Allah restored and the beneficiaries listed there. 


It must, therefore, be determined what the true nature of the Fay’ is; if it is Waqf, 
then all of it must be classified as Waqf and if it is not Waqf then movables and non- 
movables must be given the same classification. 


Response to this objection 


Firstly, we do accept that Imam Abū Hanifah does not consider the Waqf of movables 
to be valid. However, Allah st. is not subjected to taqlid of the view of Imam 
Abū Hanifah. The worst-case scenario is that Imam Abū Hanifah has erred, and 
the Ahl al-Sunnah have never claimed that their Imam is infallible. Instead, they 
maintain that a Mujtahid errs and he deduces correctly, but his correct rulings 
overwhelm his errors. Therefore, it is possible that he has erred and why not? 
Sahibayn—his two students'—maintain that Waqf of movables is valid. Sahibayn 
are also Imams of the Ahl al-Sunnah, and if the Shrah would have followed them 
instead of people like al-Țūsī, al-Radi, Sharif al-Murtada and Abū al-Qasim then it 
would have been their good fortune. 


However, what if the Qur’anic verse supports Imam Abū Hanifah’s view after all? 
Let us elaborate on this but please do not be biased and listen carefully if you really 
wish to know how it justifies Imam Abū Hanifah’s view. Consequently, the verses 
preceding this which commence from: 


Be 2:4 Goes 7 o9 i, o7 o ge. iow ae ee 
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It is He who expelled the ones who disbelieved among the People of the Scripture from 
their homes at the first gathering. 


Till: 


1 Imam Muhammad and Imam Abi Yisuf. 
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Whatever you have cut down of (their) palm trees or left standing on their trunks, it 


was by permission of Allah and so He would disgrace the defiantly disobedient. 


establishes that what Allah restored refers to homes and vacant lands. Therefore, 
only immovables are implied by what Allah restored, not movables. Now despite 
the word Mā (what) having a general all-encompassing connotation, it has been 
qualified by the passage preceding it and this occurs very commonly in Arabic 
usage (i.e. the confinement of Mā to specific things). Children studying the primary 
text of al-Kafiyah understand that in the sentence: 


Ma refers to a word. 


This is why Mawlana Jami explains that Md refers to a word in Sharh Mulla. 


This establishes that what Allah restored refers to immovables only, not both movables 
andimmovable. Subsequently the phrase, “so that it will not bea perpetual distribution 
among the rich from among you,” also supports this because perpetual distribution 
is only possible in something that remains intact and this cannot be the case with 
movables as it is subject to wear and tear and perishing through consumption. Whilst 
some movables may have some lifespan, the possibility of perpetual distribution 
cannot be visualised as the verse, “And those who came after them, saying: ‘Our Rabb, 
forgive us and our brothers who preceded us in faith,” extends the beneficiaries 
till the end of time. In this case, surely only immovables like land can survive that 
duration of time and only it can be subjected to perpetual distribution. 


Therefore, what Allah restored does not include movables and there is no objection 


s2 


against Imam Abū Hanīfah ńíizs. 


An unanswered question 


If what Allah restored does not include the movables acquired through Fay’ then 
what would its classification be. Would it be classified as Waqf, like Fay’, or would it 


1 Sūrah al-Hashr: 2-5. 
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be possible to have ownership like that which is acquired as booty? In my humble 
opinion it would be possible and the recipient would have ownership. If anyone 
can prove otherwise, then I would be more than happy to accept their view. 


Allow me to substantiate my view; Waqf is usually something where the actual 
item remains and it is then utilised (without the actual thing perishing). Therefore, 
the actual item remains and its benefits are dispensed or utilised by beneficiaries. 


Movables Such as Food and Crops Cannot Be Classified as Waqf 


Since the Waqf item and its benefits are two separate entities the word for Allah 
along with the other recipients listed in Fay’ is valid because the actual thing 
remains in the ownership of Allah, whilst the beneficiaries enjoy its revenue. As 
for benefits of Waqf, it is something that does not have long-lasting endurance. 


Consider edible items—which are movable—and which are one of the benefits 
derived from Waqf land. Benefits in our discussion here refer to that which is not 
worthy of utilising again once it has been benefited from; instead it is consumable 
and perishable. Therefore, food perishes once consumed. 


Besides food which is perishable, other movable items—received as Fay’—could 
include clothing, conveyances etc. Clothing and perishables from one perspective 
can be considered like immovables because in the case of conveyances, the animal 
is one entity and the benefits derived from it such as riding it and making a journey 
easy are a separate matter. Similarly, a garment is one entity and the benefit of 
wearing it to protect oneself from cold or heat is a separate matter. 


But if this perspective is considered than almost every other item of human use could 
be defined in the same way. Therefore, bread is an entity and its ability to nourish 
and sustain is a separate issue. However, this perspective does not entitle it to being 
classified as Waqf. Had this been so, then just as how land is made Waqf, the harvest 
of it would also have been made Waqf, but this is not valid according to anyone. 
Waqf demands that the actual item be retained and that it be imperishable whilst its 
benefits are distributed to beneficiaries. In the case of food, the actual item perishes. 
Therefore, if grains and crops were classified as Waqf, then just as the Fay’ lands were 
Waqf, these would also have been Waqf and it would not have been possible for the 
recipients to sell it or give it as hibah, or that it be inherited from them or bequeathed 
(which are the rules of Waqf) but none prohibits them from this. 
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Therefore, crops are classified purely as benefits. The benefits of Waqf — when 
given to the recipients is classified as charity and they then become its owners. 
They are then permitted to sell it or do as they like. So, if someone wishes to 
consider crops and harvest as a Waqf item, then let them do so. In this instance 
the discussion revolves around the crops of the lands of Fay’ which is the Waqf of 
Allah Ta‘ala and these crops unanimously cannot be Waqf otherwise the recipients 


would not receive it. 


Conveyances and clothing cannot be considered Waqf items 


As for clothing and conveyances, if anyone does make any distinction between 
this and crops then it would only be that crops perish upon consumption whilst 
clothing and conveyances do not perish [instantly] upon usage. But if we reflect 
closely, this is just like the case of a loaf of bread; if one slice is eaten the remaining 
is still available. Similarly, benefitting from clothing and conveyances brings 
gradual decay despite these not perishing instantly. That is why it is seen that those 
animals which are used for riding and carrying burdens are noticeably weaker and 
leaner than animals that are left free. Clothing also wears out gradually with each 
cycle of wash and wear. 


Nevertheless, items of benefit perish instantly or gradually, whereas that which 
exists absolutely, such as land, it is not perishable. This is evidently the reason why 
Imam Abū Hanifah considered the Waqf of movables invalid. Sahibayn and those 
who maintain that view have considered these movables as Waqf, on account of the 
temporary existence of the item—which differs from item to item—but the above 
explanation accords merit to the view of Imam Abū Hanifah. 


Deliberation of Sahibayn’s stance regarding Waqf of movables 


If we disregard the above discussion, then the stance of Sahibayn seems to be 
correct since, firstly, the benefits derived from clothes, conveyances, and other 
necessary items of life are—according to our idiomatic usage—assigned to the 
items themselves. Further, as long as they remain in their forms of utility, they are 
not assigned to their substance. which gradually decays with use. 


Secondly, just as every human is considered a separate entity in relation to rest 
of humanity, the different benefits derived from clothing and conveyances are 
considered separate entities in their own right. Thus, if some of the entities— 
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humans or benefits—cease to exist it does not translate into the entire species 
becoming non-existent. Therefore, if at some point, some benefits are lost, it does 
not mean the principle benefit is lost. And since the existence of its various benefits 
relies on only the existence of the principle item, why would Waqf of the said items 
not be possible? 


This is unlike the benefit gained through food items since such benefit eats into 
itself. For example, the benefit gained from half a slice of bread is half of what 
could be attained from one slice. 


The stance of Sahibayn helps our cause too 


If the stance of Imam Abū Hanifah is taken, then it is quite obvious that movable 
property cannot be classified as Waqf from fay’ nor can it be classified as Waqf. 
Though, if the stance of Sahibayn is taken then too our cause does not fail. To 
grasp this, consider the principle in the greatest necessity of human life; food. 
Every other movable wealth is secondary to it. All secondary items are in fact a 
means to attain this principle wealth of food. Now, Waqf is a mechanism instituted 
to alleviate need, and the only true need is that of food. Thus, there has to be a 
necessity of food for those on the receiving end of Waqf from fay’, albeit not from 
other types of Waqf. 


It is therefore understood that the objective of the Waqf from fay’ is alleviating need 
through food. This is further cemented by the indications of the Qur’an wherein 
Allah st: used words such as Rasūl, Masakin, Fugara’, and Ibn Sabil. The second 
and third demographic has the innate distinguishing mark of poverty, i.e. lack of 
food. The other words describe personas of the same standing. In the word ‘Rasil’ 
this meaning is found in the sense that the Messenger is sent with a particular 
task in which he expands all his energies due to which he has no time to spend in 
attaining a livelihood. The livelihood of the Messenger is thus the responsibility 
of Allah tse, As far as orphans and travellers are concerned, due to them 
being detached from sources of income, here too the meaning of poverty is found. 
Consequently, in all the categories poverty is found to some degree. 


Waqf of movable items is of no benefit to the poor 


If they are given movable items than they can either benefit from it by using it to 
earn a living, for example, by using a conveyance as a means of transportation hire 
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or by selling the item received. However, selling items of Waqf is not permissible 
and as such instead of the items alleviating their need, it can become a burden for 
them to bear. Further both options don’t guarantee an immediate return for their 
immediate need. Taking these issues into consideration, Waqf of movable items is 
of no use to the poor. This viewpoint serves to strengthens the viewpoint of Imam 
Abū Hanifah. 


Some immovable items give long term recurring benefit 


Immovable items such as houses and lands similarly may not provide immediate 
solutions to the immediate need of the poor. However, there remains a distinct 
difference between this and movable items based on which the latter cannot be 


inferred from the former. 


Firstly, benefits attained from movable items are not perpetual as opposed to land 
and property which can be always utilized to farm crops. Additionally, if nothing 
is grown and reaped from the land at present, it does not affect the land being 
instituted as Waqf. It will remain within this designation even if not utilized in 
the manner it was endowed for. This is similar to a masjid which lays abandoned. 
Even though no salah takes place there at this moment it still remains within 
its designation of endowment as long as the possibility of it being utilized for it 


remains. 


Secondly, though the need for food is a principle need, this does not negate the 
principle need for housing which is as important. Waqf of a land provides the 
stability of food, land, and housing, issues that are severely lacking from the Waqf 
of movable items. 


A linguistic discussion on “Those your right hand possesses” 


It has become quite evident that the verse, “those your right hand possesses from what 
Allah has returned to you,” is not against our standpoint at all. Rather, it accords 
merit to our view as the particle min (from) in mimā (from what) shows Tab ‘id 
(partitivity). 


Accordingly, two issues come to the fore. Firstly, the Prophet fzx was not privy 
to ownership of the entire fay’ and secondly, the portion of which ‘ownership’ was 
afforded to him was as an administrator not as a titleholder. If not, he would have 
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had singular ownership of the entire fay’ since the reason of its incorporation was 


singular. 


The word Yaminuka (your right hand) carries a similar connotation. If ownership 
of the entire fay’ before distribution was intended, there was no need to specify 
Yaminuka (your right hand). The pronoun in Malakta (you own) would have sufficed. 


The nature of the Prophet’s sj portion from the fay’ 


It is clear that the Prophet izsk was not the owner before possession; however, 
the question of having a right in it—like that of a creditor in borrowed wealth and 
the warrior in booty—remains. Did the Prophet isate have such right in the 
wealth of fay’? Or was the relationship with the fay’ similar to the relationship of 
the poor in relation to the wealth of the rich in which they enjoy no such right 
whereby they can lay any claim? The Prophet’s sa% relation with the wealth 
of fay’ was like of the latter group, he was simply a beneficiary, worthy of receiving 
a share from it. 


There are two types of claims. Istihqāq Qawi (strong claims) which are also known as 
Istihgaq Filt, Istihgaq Shakst, or Istihqāq Haqīqī. And Istihqag Da‘if (weak claims) which 
are also known as Istihqdq Infi ali, Istihqaq Naw’, or Istihqaq Majazi. 


In Istihqaq Qawī (strong claims) the claimant has a tangible existent claim (Amr 
Wujūdī) which serves as the basis for his claim. In the issue of debts, this is self- 
evident. Even in booty it is quite clear since jihad is a positively existent concept, 
which is probably the reason why attaining booty has been attributed to the slave 


instead of Allah 3t%&:4—though all in reality is from Allah—in the following verse 
by use of the applicable pronoun: 


a7 
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And know that anything you obtain of war booty...’ 


On the other hand, in Istihqaq Da‘if (weak claims) there is poverty or insolvency, 
both concepts that are positively non-existent (Amr ‘Admi) which cannot serve as a 
tangible prospect to lay claim to. That is why a rich person will not be considered 


1 Surah al-Tawbah: 41. 
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an oppressor by the merely not giving wealth to an insolvent person. Yes, if he 
doesn’t fulfil his religious obligations, he will be sinful, as he has not fulfilled the 
right of Allah dts; however, the insolvent person cannot demand anything from 
him. This point is further driven by the fact that when discharging the religious 
obligation of zakat, one is not obliged to give to every category mentioned in the 
verse outlining the various categories of recipients. 


The categories of recipients are formulated on the basis of poverty 


If, for arguments sake, we say that due to insolvency one is obligated to give, then 
to give all insolvent people would have been necessary. However, since this is not 
the case, is it also not necessary to give to every category. Poverty in most of the 
categories is self-evident, though in the Mu’allafat al-Qulib' and the ‘Amilin’ it is not. 


The answer to this is that in the case of the latter, Mu’allafat al-Qulūb, they distribute 
it amongst the poor and as such it is just like giving to the poor. In the former giving 
them would result in a general increase of alms and in relation to them this was 
a kind of transaction. In the early days the Muslims were few and some of those 
who had accepted Islam did not have firm faith. A share was allocated to them 
which the Prophet isats would give to them; this resulted in the entrenchment 
of their faith. When a person receives from another, the love of the one giving is 
embedded into the heart of the one that receives. Through this method of giving 
the Mu‘allafat al-Qulib the love of the Prophet isaf- was embedded into their 
hearts which is the essence of faith. Since after the Prophet izak the number of 


Muslims increased manifold, this category became obsolete. 


To summarize, in Istihqaq Da ‘if (weak claims) the recipients right is positively non- 
existent (Amr ‘Admi), due to which they cannot lay a claim. Yes, the command of 
Allah Sts: is an Amr Wujidi (existent right) which brings forth an obligation, 
therefore Allah dts: can take one to task for non-fulfilment. The above 
demonstrates that poverty and insolvency merely allows for being on the receiving 
end which is equal amongst all the categories, thus anyone from the categories 
given will do. 


1 Those who have just recently embraced Islam and are still weak in faith; they may be given Zakah 
so as bring their hearts closer to Islam. 

2 Those appointed to collect the Zakah, they are also considered as valid recipients on account of 
the effort they make in collecting. 
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Understanding this, it becomes clear that the Prophet <ai> did not have a right 
that rested on an Amr Wujūdī in relation to the wealth of fay’. There was no debt 
owed to him by the disbelievers nor did they make any bequests for him. There was 


a possibility of it being ghanimah; however, Allah 38. rejected this notion with 
the following verse: 


Dv of 
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And what Allah restored [of property] to His Messenger from them, you did not spur 
for it [in an expedition] any horses or camels, but Allah gives His Messengers power 


over whom He wills, and Allah is over all things competent. 


The right that the Prophet ástí had in relation to the fay’ was then no doubt 
Istihqaq Da‘if (weak claim) which is also the reason Allah %& attributed its 
procurement to Himself and not to the servants by the wording and what Allah 
restored. 


Based on this the majority view of the scholars is that after the passing of the 
Prophet ása% his right to the fay’ had fallen away. The Shrah, who opine that 
his right had been inherited by the Imams have based their opinion on conjecture 
with no proof signifying the same. 


A linguistic discussion on from what Allah has returned to you 


If the word Afa’ (restored) in the verse is taken in its technical meaning to mean 
fay’ then there are two possibilities. Either the preposition min (from) in mimā 
(from that) implies Tab‘ (partitivity) or it implies Tabyin (clarification). If we take 
it to imply partitivity, it is evidently in our favour as already discussed. On the 
other hand, if we take it to imply clarification—which is far-fetched considering 
the context—then too it would not be against our understanding. 


This discussion emerges only when considering its technical meaning. If, however, 
we consider its literal meaning then it would merely imply the returning or restoring 
by Allah Sts of His property from the disbelievers to the administration of the 


1 Surah al-Hashr: 6. 
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Prophet <<ssi{\>, In such a case, there is no reason to consider the ‘ownership’ of 
the Prophet ssi as returning or restoring of wealth in its literal meaning. This 
is the same in fay’ and ghantmah. 


Determining the meaning of fay’ 


The use of Afa’ (restored) in the Qur’an is in two places; in Sirah al-Hashr and in 
Surah al-Ahzab. Sirah al-Ahzab was revealed before Sirah al-Hashr as is explicitly 
mentioned in al-Itqan under the discussion of the order of chapter revelation. The 
technical meaning of fay’ implies the procurement of property with no fight or 
battle as understood from you did not spur for it. If this was already included in 
the implication of Afa’ (restored) then there was no need for stating you did not 
spur for it, and since the word came into vogue the whole concept was shortened to 
just the word fay’. The point being, that since the verse in Strah al-Hashr, which is 
the origin of the technical term, is meant in its literal meaning, the verse that was 
revealed before it in Sirah al-Ahzab would also be in its literal meaning. 


By the grace of Allah dt. the issues pertaining to the verse, And what Allah 
restored [of property] to His Messenger, has been explained in detail. As a result, any 
person of high or low intellect will understand that Fadak was not the property 
of the Prophet fsa% and it could not have been given as a gift nor could it 
have been inherited. Another detail that has become glaringly obvious is that the 
narrations of the Shrah regarding the Fadak Estate are nothing more than lies 
and fabrications. It is impossible to conceive that the Prophet fsa% would gift 
someone from property that did not belong to him. 


Continued misunderstanding of the Qur’an by the Prophet iss- is an 
impossibility 

The idea that the Prophet satí- misunderstood the laws of the Qur’an is absurd. 
If the Prophet ssi did not have deep insight into the Qur’an, then who would? 
How can it be that simpletons like us understand the inferences of the Qur’an and 
the Prophet ssi doesn’t? Sure, if the Shah want to believe such then so be 
it. Yes, if it was a lay person of the Ummah one could say he had made a mistake 
in understanding the verses, but it is impossible that the Prophet izat- would 
make a mistake and then not be counselled by Allah dujaaz., 


184 


If—for arguments sake—we assume that the Prophet dsj was under the 
impression that the Fadak estate was not part of the fay’, rather his property and 
so he mistakenly gifted it then it would have been necessary for revelation to come 
down, correct this misstep, and return the Fadak Estate. 


The verse, And what Allah restored [of property] to His Messenger, is a 
Mukhassis of the verse, Yustkum Allah (Allah instructs you all) 


Though for the Shrah they don’t even have to go through the trouble of hypothetical 
scenarios as they believe in the doctrine of Bada’, i.e. that Allah can make a mistake 
[Allah tse: save us from such folly]. 


In any case, there is no way that gifting of the Fadak Estate was possible, ergo 
Fatimah ais owning it is also an impossibility. In order to gift something, one 
must first own the item. Based on this, it is clear that inheriting the Fadak Estate 
was also not possible. 


Another issue that comes to the fore is that ifthe verse Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs 
you all) applies to the Prophet iza% and to others equally then too no finger 
can be pointed to Abū Bakr «él as the verse And what Allah restored qualifies it and 
expounds on the wealth of fay’—in which the Fadak Estate is also included—as well 
as the position of the Prophet Asai in relation to it. 


The Fadak Estate is not included in Yusikum Allah (Allah instructs you all) 


After an analysis of the verses it becomes clear that there is no need to qualify one 
with the other. When qualifying one verse with another the implication is that the 
laws derived from them are similar; however, this is not the case here. If Yusikum 
Allah (Allah instructs you all) applies to and includes the inheritance of the Prophet 
Ace as well, then it would apply to that inheritance which he was the owner 
of as the laws of inheritance applies to that which one has ownership of. Since, 
the Fadak Estate was an endowment it did not fall under the ambit of ownership. 
Therefore, it does not fall under the laws of the verse under discussion. Further, if 
this verse was not present then we would have to look for a qualifier (Mukhassis) 
which is found in the narration: 


Lo LS jl 


What we leave behind is charity. 
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However, it is clear that we are not in need of a qualifier since it was not under 
ownership that it be governed by the laws of inheritance. 


Additionally, there are other examples where this verse has been qualified. For 
instance, a disbeliever will not inherit, a slave will not inherit, and a murderer 
will not inherit. These exclusions are not by other verses of the Qur’an, rather it 
is by the ahadith. Since this is the case then what is the matter with accepting the 
narration, what we leave behind is charity, as a qualifier? Thus, even if the verse, And 
what Allah restored, is not considered, this narration will serve as a qualifier. Such 
qualifying does not signal a contradiction, though if such qualifying is termed as a 
contradiction by some then such ‘contradiction’ is accepted by both the Sunni and 


the Shrah. 


True contradiction of the sources by the Shrah 


Not giving inheritance to the grandchildren of the deceased in the presence of the 
parents—as the Shr'ah opine—is contradictory in the true sense. The grandchildren 
form part of the children without a shadow of doubt. And since Allah déseu. 
instructs inheritance in favour of the children, the grandchildren are also included 
therein. If the Shrah require evidence for the grandchildren being part of the 
children, then they should consider the verse of Mubahalah which by consensus of 
both the Sunni and the Shrah refers to Hasan, Husayn and others #ails5, Here is the 
verse in reference: 


Get; Sa ar a ge 
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Then whoever argues with you about it after [this] knowledge has come to you, say, 
“Come, let us call our sons and your sons, our women and your women, ourselves and 


yourselves, then supplicate earnestly [together] and invoke the curse of Allah upon the 


liars [among us].”! 


More evidence of this is the many instances of the Qur’an proclaiming: 


1 Surah Al ‘Imran: 61. 
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O Children of Israel. 


By which the children of Ya‘qūb are meant. It is clear that none of the children of 
Ya‘qub Hsk were present during its revelation to the Prophet scssiciijs, rather it 
was his far descendants but here to the word children is used. 


Another contradiction of theirs is that they opine that the wife will not receive 
inheritance from the land or from the value of the land. Similarly, maternal brothers 
and sisters will not receive inheritance from blood money. Further, a murderer will 
receive inheritance from the inheritance and blood money of the murdered in the 
case of an accidental killing. 


All this is in stark contrast to the dictates of the Qur’an. The Qur’an speaks with 
generality regarding the inheritance of the wife, brothers, and sisters with no 
exception of inheritance from lands. Similarly, the narration states, “The murderer 
will not inherit”. The purport of the narration is general without exception, be it 
pre-meditated or accidental. 


More contradictions are found in the form of the eldest son receiving the mushaf, 
ring, and other items of the deceased. Regarding this practice, the Shrah present 
narrations that outline the actions of their Imams in as far as them not including it 
in the inheritance. Firstly, these narrations are narrated by only Shrah reporters and 
secondly it totally contradicts the Qur’anic injunctions. If they present the excuse of 
the infallibility of their Imams, well, we only accept infallibility of the Prophets. 


Explicit direction is worthy of following, whilst actions have the 
possibility of a distinct standalone law 


Instruction by way of spoken word is prioritised over following the actions of 
even an infallible since there is a possibility that the act is unique to the infallible. 
Consider the tens of laws that are unique to the Prophet ssézi{>, for example, he 
was not restricted to four marriages and he was permitted to fast continuously 
whereas others were not allowed either. In an instruction by way of spoken word 
there is no such ambiguity. 


Since the Shrah opine the actions of their ‘infallible’ Imams are to be followed 
then what of the direct speech of the Prophet <ssisi{\>? Should priority not be 
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given to that? The narration which states, “Our property will not be inherited, 
what we leave is sadaqah” is worthier of following based on the above discussion 
alone. Over and above that, the status of the Imams is nowhere close to that of the 
Prophet Assess, 


Another point of note is that the narration, “We (the Ambiya’) are not inherited 
from,” is an explanation of the verses of the Qur’an that deal with inheritance. Sure, 
it can be understood to be a qualifier; however, recognizing it as an explanation 
makes even more sense. On the other hand, the Shrah narration neither serves as 
a qualifier nor as an explanation. It is a complete contradiction. It also holds no 
weight in comparison to the narration of Abū Bakr zis. Even so, they consider 
their narration worthy of being a qualifier, then what is the issue with considering 
the hadith of Abū Bakr ais; as such due to which he did not hand over the Fadak 
Estate? He heard this narration directly from the Prophet isak, and did not 
pass judgment based on a foreign legal system! 


If we disregard both the hadith of Abū Bakr «i and the Shrah narration and only 
look at the verse Yūsīkum Allah (Allah instructs you all) in the light of ‘aql (logic) and 
naql (reports) it becomes abundantly clear which side would be weightier. 


In any case, holding the Shrah accountable to every view of theirs is tiring. I am 
weary of constantly embarrassing them and I feel disinclined to keep refuting their 
falsities. If one reads these pages with impartiality, he will no doubt realise that 
there would be many other such absurdities of the Shrah. 


Nevertheless, since certainty results in ease, the remainder of Molvi ‘Ammar ‘Ali’s 
letter will also be considered and answered so that there remains no doubt of 
the reasons of its ludicrousness. Though my tasks at hand are many and I do not 
have much time, I find myself continuing with this effort. Thus, objections to the 


narration: 
ols jl 
What we leave behind is charity. 
and to the verse: 


3 “9 97 


sid pbs As J3 Eb Fe CJ Og 


S 


188 


So, give me from Yourself an heir, who will inherit me and inherit from the family of 
Ya‘qub.' 


and the verse: 


o a 4 p af 4 72 
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And Sulayman inherited Dawid. 
Will be answered appropriately. 


Another point to consider is that since we now know that the verse Yusikum Allah 
(Allah instructs you all) applies only to the Ummah and not to the Prophet satsi 
the hadith in reference is not even needed. There is no question of inheritance 
in the wealth of the Prophet zst since he is not included in the ambit of this 
statute. To drive the point further the verse, And what Allah restored, establishes 
that the Fadak Estate was not even under his ownership. Thus, in reality there 
remains no argument. Now, even if someone establishes that the laws of inheritance 
apply to the Prophet ssi then too it would not apply to the Fadak Estate. For 
inheritance to occur there must be prior ownership. 


Even if the narration, “We (the Ambiya’) are not inherited from,” is not 
acceptable, it has no bearing on the Fadak Estate 


If by the apparent contradiction of the narration and the verse, the narration is 
not acceptable then too it has no bearing on the Fadak Estate. Because firstly, the 
Prophet ssi is already excluded from the purport of verse Yisikum Allah (Allah 
instructs you all) by way of indication. If we assume that there was inheritance 
in the wealth of the other Prophets then so be it, our discussion revolves around 
the inheritance of the Prophet sszij\>. By token of the non-acceptance of the 
narration the Fadak Estate still cannot be considered for inheritance. Yes, if the 
verse Yusikum Allah (Allah instructs you all) is rejected then a case may be built. 


Secondly, even if the estate of the Prophet zaś- were to be tied up according to 
the common law of inheritance, then too the issue at hand, the Fadak Estate, will 
not be included therein due to the purport of the verse And what Allah restored. If 


1 Sarah Maryam: 5, 6. 
2 Surah al-Naml: 16. 
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the Shrah then want to reject this verse too and drag themselves out of the fold of 
Islam, then let them do so. 


Nonetheless, the ruling issued by Abū Bakr «ais in not handing over the Fadak 
Estate was in complete conformity to the Prophetic teachings. We have no need to 
establish conformity between the aforementioned verses and narrations nor do we 
need to answer any apparent contradiction. 


This entire issue is resolved by the tone of address in the verse Yasikum Allah (Allah 
instructs you all) and the indication in the verse And what Allah restored. 
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Determining the Nature of the Inheritance of the Ambiya’ 


In order to establish the veracity and credibility of Siddiq al-Akbar #<ais it is 
essential to elaborate on this matter too. However, I will firstly deliberate on the 
issue of contradiction between the hadith regarding the possessions of the Ambiya’ 
not being subjected to inheritance and the apparent conflict with the verse: 


3 a Adi ANG Hy Sos 
So, give me from Yourself an heir, who will inherit me and inherit from the family of 


Ya‘qub.' 


Firstly, does the term Yarithu (inherit from) refer to wealth, on account of which this 
verse is said to oppose the hadith transmitted by Siddiq al-Akbar zai, Secondly, 
Min Al Ya‘qib (from the family of Ya‘qib) could refer to its actual meaning or a 
metaphoric meaning. If it is in the metaphorical context, then Al Ya‘qib (family of 
Ya‘qub) refers to Ya‘qub sl himself; and this is common in Arabic dialogue where 

Al of so and so actually refers to that particular person. Or is Al Ya‘qiib (family of 
Ya‘qib) actually referring to the apparent meaning (i.e. the family of Ya‘qib sk), 


Therefore, if the metaphorical context is implied then it would mean that the 
estate of Nabi Ya‘qiib se was not distributed for a period of over 2000 years and 
that Nabi Zakariyya sa knew that it would be distributed before his demise. But 
if this wealth was going to be distributed after his prayer and before his demise 
then there was no need to add the words Min Al Ya‘qib (from the family of Ya‘qiib); 
instead Yarithuni (inherit me) was adequate since Nabi Yahya #2 would inherit 
directly from Nabi Zakariyya Xix. Therefore, this part of the verse would be 
meaningless. 


Nevertheless, this implies that Nabi Ya‘qūb se left this world over 2000 years 
ago and his Estate remained undistributed despite having so many relatives and 
heirs in this lengthy period. This surely does not make sense, unless of course it 
appeals to foolish minds. 


If the literal meaning of Al Ya'qūb (family of Ya‘qūb) is meant, then it implies that 
Nabi Zakariyya #2 was the sole inheritor of the entire wealth of each and every 


1 Sarah Maryam: 5, 6. 
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individual of the Banī Isra’tl despite them numbering hundreds of thousands of 
individuals. It also implies that he enjoyed such familial ties with each one of them 
on account of which he would be the inheritor of his estate. Thirdly, it implies 
that every individual of the Bani Isra’1l should expire before Nabi Zakariyya salu 
and leave no dependants so that Nabi Zakariyya s<\& could inherit everything as 
suggested by Min Al Ya‘gib (from the family of Ya‘qiib). Therefore, this implication 
is more absurd and preposterous that the first one. 


Therefore, both implications are impossible and they do not make sense at all. Why 
would Nabi Zakariyya x —being a Nabi of Allah—make sucha statement and why 
would Allah record such meaningless words in the Qur’an, which is unparalleled in 


eloquence? 


It is possible that someone may challenge what we have said above by saying 
that Min Al Ya‘qib (from the family of Ya‘qtib) does not necessarily refer to every 
individual of the progeny of Nabi Ya‘qūb ai. However, if the text was: Min Kulli 
Wahid min Al Ya‘qab (from every one of them of the family of Ya‘qib) it would 
have referred to each and every individual of this progeny and then this could have 
been a valid objection. But the intelligent understand that if Min Al Ya‘qib (from the 
family of Ya‘qub) only referred to one or two individuals then what was the need 
to even mention this when Yarithuni (inherit me) was adequate? In addition to this 
Alin Arabic dialogue refers to the entire group without exclusion of any individual. 


Therefore, the Shrah deduction of inheritance from the Ambiya’ taken from this 
verse and subsequent criticism of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr ais for transmitting the 
hadith which is in conflict with this, is like the case of someone whose nose has 
been cut off, and he mocks at those who have noses. When the scholars of this 
group are steeped in such ignorance then what would be the condition of the laity. 


Similarly, Nabi Zakariyya isé mentions two words in his prayer; Wali (heir) 
and Yarithuni (inherit me). If Wali refers to a son, then Yarithuni (inherit me) is 
redundant because the son inevitably will be the inheritor. But if they say that he 
added Yarithuni (inherit me) to avoid his son doing one of two actions which would 
make him forfeit his father’s inheritance, such as reverting from Islam or taking 
his father’s life, then there is still no need for adding Yarithuni (inherit me) because 
the words, And make him, My Rabb, pleasing (to You), comes further on, and takes care 
of this apprehension. 
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As for saying that he added Yarithuni (inherit me) so that the child would not die 
before him, then this is a possibility that could only be entertained by those who 
have no knowledge of Allah. The fact that he sought a successor on account of 
him fearing the successors after him, implies that the son should succeed him. 
Similarly, the term Walt itself refers to a successor and inevitably he must live on 
after the demise of Nabi Zakariyya Salk, 


Putting all these absurdities aside for a moment, there is enough evidence to prove 
that the inheritance of Nabi Zakariyya #\& was not material possessions because 
if it was material possessions then it tarnishes his image as a Nabi of Allah. Was 
he so covetous of wealth that he went to such lengths to preserve it for his son 
even though he could not get possession of it in his own lifetime? Did love for 
wealth actually make him ask for a son who could enjoy it? Such characteristics are 
associated with lovers of this world, not the Ambiya’ of Allah. 


The Shrah are not content on criticising Sayyiduna Abū Bakr diss; they have 
surpassed that to the level whereby the Ambiya’ are not even spared. Who can 
comprehend the level of the Ambiya’, before whom the world and its contents are 
not more than camel or goat droppings? Furthermore, Nabi Zakariyya sk —with 
his unique position of austerity—would he go to these limits to secure a trivial 
portion of this worldly possessions? And would he put this matter before Allah, 
listing all the reasons why his supplications desperately need to be responded to? 


Similarly, he adds: 


ve pee 2 ts. “ae 
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And indeed, I fear the successors after me.' 


To enhance the urgency of his supplication so that there is no delay in response. 
Subhan Allah! This surely cannot be a Nabi, it must be the aspirations of worldly 
people. In fact, those who are steeped in love of this world also do not have such far- 
fetched ambitions. If Nabi Zakariyya Sisk apprehended that his relatives would 
squander his wealth after his demise and this prompted him to say, “I fear the 
successors after me,” then this does not make sense because he is not responsible 
or answerable for their actions after he has left this world. If he really had this 


1 Strah Maryam: 5. 
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fear, he could have spent all his wealth for the sake of Allah, so that it would not 
be owned by corrupt relatives and he would accrue rewards for that. If his son was 
righteous and he spent it in the cause of Allah, then these rewards would be for his 


son, not him. 


However, the thought of still living on and being dependant on his wealth could 
have deterred him from spending it all for the sake of Allah. So, if lack of patience 
and failing to adopt tawakkul (reliance on Allah) despite being a Nabi deterred him 
from giving his wealth away in noble causes, then it is a fact that Ambiya’ do not 
leave this world without consenting to return to Allah. Therefore, he could have 
given it away when the notice of death came along and this would have protected 


it from corrupt relatives. 


The conclusion to this entire discussion is that “inherit” in this verse cannot by 


any means refer to wealth and material possessions. 
The inheritance of Nabi Dawid six 
robr ? rd af 3 A AA 
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And Sulayman inherited Dawid. 


Ina similar manner, logic demands that the inheritance of Nabi Dawud sae, which 
was received by Nabi Sulayman @\ cannot be material possessions. However, if 
the Shrah do not see the logic, then it is a valid excuse. 


Consequently, historians are unanimous that Nabi Dawid isé had nineteen 
sons. If it were material possessions to be inherited, then all nineteen were 
equally entitled. The verse which says that Nabi Sulayman xe inherited from 
Nabi Dawid s£ implies that he was the sole inheritor, to the exclusion of the 
remaining eighteen. This cannot be valid. Similarly, when inheritance must pass on 
from father to son, then what is the purpose of saying this? Such interpretations 
render the word of Allah meaningless. 


Similarly, since the discussion in this chapter revolves around the merits of Nabi 
Sulayman Xix what merit is highlighted in saying that he inherited from his 
father when all sons—pious or impious—inherit from their father’s wealth. 


1 Surah al-Naml: 16. 
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Therefore, inheritance cannot refer to wealth and material possessions. It must 
now be ascertained what the inheritance of the Ambiya’ is, because in the light of 
the above two verses it surely cannot be wealth and material possessions. In order 
to solve this, we first refer to the ‘infallible’ Imams and see what they say on this 


matter. We receive the following response from them: 


Olle Bry 5 lw 5 ale alll re teres Ul 5 aslo yy dla Ol 


Verily Sulayman inherited from Dawid, and Muhammad inherited from 
Sulayman. 


Al-Kulayni records the above narration on the authority of Imam Ja‘far al-Sadiq. 
Had the Ahl al-Sunnah recorded such statements then the Shrah could have 
objected. Nevertheless, it is established that the inheritance in this case refers 
to knowledge and Nubuwwah, because there was no blood relation between the 
Prophet Assi and Nabi Sulayman alk. Similarly, if it was wealth, then when 
did the Prophet s<ssicsilke receive it? Therefore, the inheritance of Nabi Dawid sale 
to Nabi Sulayman isk was knowledge and Nubuwwah, and this is the same two 
which the Prophet ása% received. 


The context of this verse 


The context of this verse and the verses before and after it clarify that inheritance 
refers to knowledge and Nubuwwah, not wealth. Any hafiz, who knows basic 
Arabic, is aware of this; but I will record it for the benefit of others. Consequently, 
the verse before this is: 
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And we had certainly given to Dawud and Sulayman knowledge, and they said, “Praise 


”1 


(is due) to Allah, who has favoured us over many of His believing servants. 


If this verse is joined with the next verse, it implies that Nabī Dawid sk and Nabi 
Sulayman slike received knowledge from Allah. They thanked Allah on account of 
being favoured over many of His creation by virtue of this knowledge. 


1 Surah al-Naml: 15. 
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The next verse says that Nabi Sulayman ai inherited from Nabi Dawid sale 


and he said to the people: 
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He said, “O people, we have been taught the language of birds, and we have been given 
from all things. Indeed, this is evident bounty.” 


Now consider that Wa Waritha (he inherited) is attached to “And we had certainly 
given to Dawud” and the verse “He said, “O people we have been taught” is attached to 
“And Sulayman inherited Dawid”. Since all are inter-connected and related to one 
another, it necessarily implies that Wa Waritha (he inherited) refers to knowledge, not 
wealth. Had this verse not been connected to each other then they would not have 
been attached to each other (by the conjunction “waw”). Those who have studied 
the discussion on fasl and wasl in the books, Mutawwal and Mukhtasar al-Ma‘ani, know 
well that the conjunction would not have featured if these were not interconnected. 
Therefore, the three sentences are connected and inheritance refers to nothing else 
but knowledge. Those who are familiar with the Qur’an know that this is the case in 


many instances, but the Shrah are to be excused for ignorance of the Qur’an. 


Consider the following examples where inheritance can refer to nothing but 


knowledge: 
Allah 45a says: 


a 
a 
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Then we caused to inherit the Book those We have chosen of Our servants.! 
Allah dts; also says: 
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But there followed them successors who inherited the Scripture...’ 


1 Surah al-Fatir: 32. 
2 Strah al-A‘raf: 169. 
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The first verse means that we have given the book as inheritance to those of our 
servants whom we have chosen. The second verse also pertains to inheritance of 
the Book, i.e. knowledge. 


= 


However, it is possible that some foolish Shit might consider the Book to be wealth 
(on account of its monetary value), and thereby deduce that inheritance refers 
to wealth. Whilst such an assumption is laughable and responding to it may be 
ridiculous but taking the level of understanding of the Shrah, it is inevitable. 


Therefore, consider that the first verse is followed by the classification of people in 


three groups, i.e. “among them is he who wrongs himself, etc.” The second verse is 


followed by: 
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(while) taking the commodities of this life. 


In the former case, “of our servants” establishes that the classification of people 
is in relation to them complying with the Book and following its teachings. Thus, 
some were oppressive to themselves, others, moderate and some excelled by the 
grace of Allah. This classification can only apply if inheritance refers to knowledge, 
not the monetary value of the binding and pages of the Book. 


Similarly, (while) taking the commodities of this life—which follows on from the second 
verse—establishes that instead of holding on to the Book, they sold its teachings 
for trivial worldly gain and accepted bribery. This is supported by: 
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Was not the covenant of the Scripture taken from them that they would not say about 


Allah except the truth, and they studied what was in it.’ 


Consequently, they received bribes for selling knowledge, which establishes that 
the inheritance was knowledge. Nevertheless, this establishes that inheritance 
which occurs in the Qur’an denotes knowledge. 


1 Sirah al-A‘raf: 169. 
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Inheritance also refers to a successor 


Perhaps some Shit may get technical and say that the reference of inheritance 
to wealth is its hagiqi (actual) implication, whilst its reference to knowledge is its 
majazi (metaphorical) connotation. And the general rule—which is the basis of 
his contention—is that the haqīqī meaning cannot be averted for the majāzī one 
without a very valid reason. It is only acceptable when there are valid reasons. 


Our response is that we do not accept that inheritance actually denotes wealth and 
that knowledge is its majazi meaning. We assert that inheritance refers to wealth 
or knowledge, both are the haqīqī meanings of this term. Therefore, inheritance 
denotes knowledge and wealth equally, and Warith refers to a successor. In 
fact, if it is said that inheritance actually refers to one who assumes ownership 
and possession of something, then this meaning is in harmony with the actual 
connotation of inheritance. We will prove this shortly, Allah willing. 


However, since the Fuqaha’ utilise this word in the context of possessions that have 
monetary value, it has been wrongly deduced that inheritance refers to material 
possessions only. The reality is that inheritance can refer to knowledge, it can refer 
to assuming a post, and it can refer to possessions having monetary value. The 
proof that inheritance has come to be confined to a particular connotation despite 
it not being restricted to that is the instance in the Qur’an where inheritance 
cannot refer to knowledge because that which was received was wealth, but there 
are two differences between this instance and wealth received as inheritance. 
Firstly, unlike inheritance, this wealth was received from those who they had 
no familial ties with. Secondly, they received it from those who were following a 
religion other than Islam. Both these matters are in conflict with the principles of 
inheritance. Therefore, inheritance in this instance can only refer to succession and 
being successors, or it can refer to assuming control and possession of something. 
Consider the following verse: 


ei ali 5 25S GUS Speed ISS Gal gga ee 
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And We caused the people who had been oppressed to inherit the eastern regions of the 


land and the western ones, which We had blessed.’ 


1 Surah al-A‘raf: 137. 
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Therefore, the Bant Isra’1l ‘inherited’ from the nation of Fir‘awn. And not only were 
there no familial ties between them, there was a difference in religion too. Assuming 
that some familial ties did exist, there is no dispute about them being disbelievers, 
thereby making inheritance unlawful. This establishes that inheritance can only 
refer to being successors in this instance. It cannot denote knowledge—which they 
claim is the majazi connotation nor can it denote inheriting wealth, which they say 
is its haqiqi meaning. Consider the following verse as another example: 


So igui” sake Jats oP Yall BING 


Indeed, the earth belongs to Allah. He causes to inherit it whom He wills of His servants. 


And the [best] outcome is for the righteous.' 


In this instance too inheritance means, making them successors. 


Inheritance denoting assuming control and possession of something 


It is evident from the above that inheritance denotes succession. But if one were 
to consider carefully, inheritance actually denotes gaining possession and control 
over something. The following verse establishes this: 


Gi CO iy ae oe eee ar 
That is Paradise, which we give as inheritance to those of Our servants who were 
fearing of Allah.’ 


In this instance, inheritance can only denote assuming possession and control 
since Paradise was not previously possessed by anyone, whereby those who abide 
in it could be referred to as successors. But if one says that it is referred to as the 
inheritance of Nabi Adam #2 —as he dwelt there initially—then the response is 
that whilst the actual owner is alive, his possessions cannot be inherited. 


Therefore, the all-encompassing meaning of inheritance, which applies in every 
situation, is assuming possession and control over something. Therefore, if we have 
a general meaning which is applicable in every context then why should we prefer 
the view that inheritance sometimes denotes its actual meaning and sometimes its 
metaphorical meaning. 


1 Surah al-A‘raf: 128. 
2 Surah Maryam: 63. 
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In addition to this, the laws of inheritance are age-old laws promulgated in every 
shariah of every Nabi. Therefore, inheritance in the context of inheriting wealth 
can be shari’ (legal) terminology, but the coining of a word for a specific meaning 
precedes legal terminology. Therefore, the meaning which it was actually intended 
to convey will always have preference over any legal connotation given to it later 
on. Nevertheless, we have established that inheritance denoting inheritance of 
wealth is its legal definition, its actual definition is something else. 


Whilst being a legal definition, inheritance in most instances in the Qur’an cannot 
denote inheritance of wealth. This establishes that its legal definition is also restricted; 
it has not become more dominant than the actual definition of the word. Actually, 
the only places in the Qur’an where it could possibly denote its legal definition are 
the verses which the Shrah use to establish inheritance from Ambiya’. However, the 
reality of that possibility has been exposed. So why divert from the primary meaning 
of a word to a secondary connotation? Yes, if inheritance, like salah and sawm, was a 
term initiated by Allah for a specific task, then it would have been a different matter 
altogether. 


Consequently, we have established that knowledge and wealth are metaphoric 


meanings of inheritance. 


Majaz Muta‘araf 
If we assume—for a moment—that inheritance actually denotes inheritance of 
wealth and that succession in knowledge is its majazi meaning then too there is no 


objection because this [majaz] is now classified as Majaz Muta‘araf', which is on par 
with the haqiqi meaning. Similarly, the following two verses establish this: 


a 
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Then we caused to inherit the Book those We have chosen of Our servants.’ 
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But there followed them successors who inherited the Scripture...’ 


1 A metaphorical meaning which has become the commonly understood connotation of the word. 
2 Surah al-Fatir: 32. 
3 Surah al-A‘raf: 169. 
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There is no doubt about inheritance referring to succession in knowledge in the 
above two verses. One can have no reluctance about this matter and this is what is 
meant by Majaz Muta‘araf. Such a majaz is nothing less than the haqīqī meaning 
and there can be no objection about giving preference to Majaz Muta‘araf over the 
haqiqi meaning. And to go one level beyond this, there is no problem with giving 
preference to majaz—Muta‘araf or not—over haqiqat, when there are reasons 
supporting it. If this is not permissible, then there would be no need for majaz at 


all and no use for it. 


What supporting reason could be greater for leaving the haqiqi meaning and 
adopting majaz then the hadith of al-Kulayni, in addition to other logical and 


rational reasons? 


The narration of Al-Kulayni 


This narration also establishes that inheritance in the supplication of Nabi 
Zakariyya se and in the case of Nabi Sulayman Sl cannot refer to wealth; 
instead it refers to knowledge. Consequently, the Shrah have no response to this 


narration and it seals the mouths. The narration is as follows: 


ons gurl cp Cosel ssl lal sho Vy layelsog dolen 
Imam Ja‘far al-Sadiq ás narrates that the Prophet Asie said, “Verily the 
‘Ulam? are the inheritors of the Ambiya’, that is because the Ambiya’ do not 
inherit nor do others inherit from them any dirhams or dinars; however, they 
inherit (from the Ambiya’) their ahadith. So, whoever holds onto a portion of 


it, has held onto a large share. 


This narration clearly establishes that no one inherits wealth from the Ambiya’. 
However, the ‘Ulama’ inherit their knowledge. This is precisely the meaning of 
the hadith which the Ahl al-Sunnah transmit from Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #«ais. If 
‘Ammar ‘Alī and other Shit scholars regard it as a fabrication, then this narration 
should be classified the same. But if this is a Sadiq transmission, and then that 
is a transmission from Siddigq. But liars don’t like the truth. If they consider our 
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narration false, they may even consider Imam Ja‘far al-Sadiq false, or they may 
disassociate themselves from al-Kulayni. Nevertheless, whether they accept or 
not, we have the highest regard for the statement of Imam Jafar al-Sadiq. 


Consequently, on account of Innama—which the Shrah also maintain denotes Haşr 
(confinement), as they contend in the verse: 


3 3 s x 
a i3 Le 
Verily your walt is Allah...’ 


—the Ambiya’ have left behind nothing besides knowledge. Therefore, the 
inheritance would denote knowledge in two Qur’anic verses. 


The Shrah are now at liberty to call this its haqiqi meaning, or its majazI meaning 
or Majaz Muta‘araf. And if they wish to spite us and say that it is Majaz Ghayr Mash- 
har and Ghayr Muta‘araf, we will gladly settle for that too. Since there are so many 
reasons for it not denoting wealth and there are so many factors demanding that 
it denotes knowledge this is surely the correct meaning, even if they refer to it as 
majaz. It has been established that it is a grave error to maintain that it denotes 
wealth and it is an interpretation which cannot be entertained. 


It has thus been proven that in the verse relating to Nabi Sulayman silk, 
inheritance cannot be wealth; it must denote knowledge. 


The same applies to the following verse; inheritance refers to knowledge not 
wealth: 


$ 
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So, give me from Yourself an heir, who will inherit me and inherit from the family of 


Ya‘qub.? 


The second narration from al-Kulayni also affirms that inheritance refers to 
knowledge, not wealth. The example of this narration as a response to the Shrah 
is like the proverbial saying of being struck with one’s own shoes on one’s head. 


1 Sirah al-Ma’idah: 55. 
2 Surah Maryam: 5, 6. 
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The supplication in Sirah Maryam—a supplication for a successor (not 
necessarily a son) 


Though the issue has been established but for the sake of delighting the Ahl al- 
Sunnah and frustrating the Shrah the following is worth considering. Consequently, 
if you look at the verse, And Indeed, I fear the successors after me, and the word Wali 
which is mentioned in the supplication, it becomes clear that Nabi Zakariyya Sale 
only sought a righteous and upright successor. When he made the supplication 
recorded in Sirah Maryam, the desire was not there for a son, though he may have 
sought this at another juncture. Consequently, the word Wali according to linguists 
does not denote son; it denotes a successor and a deputy. This is also supported by 
the words after me. Consider the translation of these verses: 
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And Indeed, I fear the successors after me (that they are not worthy of succession after 

me. If they were to assume authority after me then they would alter the laws of din. As 

for myself, I have no hope of children on account of my old age), and my wife has been 

barren, so (I appeal to you to) give me from Yourself an heir. Who will inherit me and 


inherit from the family of Ya‘qab. And make him, my Rabb, pleasing (to You). 


It is evident that Mawali in the above instance can only refer to successors and 
deputies. Therefore, Wali, which is a derivative from the same root letters, would 
also denote successor. And assuming that Wali means a son, then Mawaii (its plural) 
would mean sons, whereas Nabt Zakariyya sik had no sons. If he had, why was 
he seeking another son, as all sons are entitled to inheritance, whether they are 
good or bad. 


As for the possibility that the previous sons were not righteous and this 
supplication was for a noble and virtuous son, then (being a father) why not pray 
for their guidance and goodness? The same could be said about Mawali; if they were 
not virtuous and righteous, he could have made the same supplication for their 
guidance instead of seeking a son. But there is a difference, one’s feeling for one’s 
own children on account of which one’s supplication are heartfelt cannot apply 


1 Sarah Maryam: 5, 6. 
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equally to other relatives. However, the Shrah are also aware that Nabi Zakariyya 
pial had no sons until the moment of his supplication, righteous or misguided. 
Therefore Mawali “<3! 3h” would necessarily refer to those whom he considered his 
possible successors. 


Similarly, it seems apparent that the successor whom he was seeking was one who 
was not necessarily from his own progeny as he expressed his inability to have a 
child. Therefore, the ‘inheritance’ must denote knowledge, not wealth. And if this 
is not the case then the fact that Wali means successor is sufficient to conclude that 
‘inheritance’ refers to knowledge, not wealth. 


As for the word Dhurriyyah—which refers to children and progeny—appearing in 
the supplication of Nabi Zakariyya sa at another instance’, it does not determine 
that when making the supplication in Sirah Maryam he was also seeking a son. He 
may have made different supplications on different occasions. It is possible that 
when he made the supplication recorded in Sūrah Maryam, he was despondent of 
having children and he asked for a successor instead. However, Allah was merciful 
to him and showed him that He had provided unseasonal fruits for Sayyidah 
Maryam eas and this spurred him on to pray for a child. Therefore, he may have 
made different supplications in different conditions and the verse under discussion 
cannot be conclusively a supplication for a son. 


Similarly, Dhurriyyah does not have to refer to biological children. A compassionate 
teacher or Shaykh may refer to his students or associates as his children. And a 
father sometimes disowns a rebellious child and says that he is not his son. In fact, 
Allah 38%: has dismissed the biological relationship between Nabi Nuh suze 
and his son on account of his son’s unworthiness. Similarly, Allah has referred to 
the followers of Nabi Nuh ails as his family and he commanded him to board a 
pair of every kind of animal and his family of the ark. Thus, his family refers to his 
followers and his relatives only because it is not possible that arrangements were 
made for animals and not for the Muslims of his era. 


1 Sirah Al ‘Imran: 38: 
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At that, Zakariyya called upon his Rabb, saying: “My Rabb, rani me from Yourself a good 
offspring. Indeed, You are the Hearer of supplication.” 
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Based on the above it is very possible that Dhurriyyah—in the supplication of Nabi 
Zakariyya #<\k—refers to followers. It is also common in Arabic to refer to one’s 
group using the word Dhurriyyah or Al. 


However, it is only fair to concede that Dhurriyyah in Sirah Al ‘Imran refers to 
children, but Wali in Strah Maryam does not necessarily refer to a son. If it can 
be proven that Nabt Zakariyya #2 supplicated once only, then it would be fair 
to say that he supplicated for a son only. However, since there are two versions of 
the supplication in two different sirah’s, it is justified to presume that multiple 
prayers were made. So why it is necessary to maintain that Wali refers to a son. 


Yes, if considering any other meaning besides a son would render the sentence 
meaningless then it would have been a valid reason to rule out other possibilities. 
But in this case, considering it to mean a son has a negative bearing on the meaning 
since he says: 


Sse Saljal Sls 
And my wife has been barren. 


Nevertheless, Walirefers to Walt ‘Ahd, i.e.a successor, onaccount of which inheritance 
would refer to knowledge not wealth. This clarifies the purpose of using the word 
Wali. Due to the above and the narration of al-Kulayni, it is clear that inheritance 
denotes succeeding him in knowledge and in his position. This eradicates any 
misgivings about the hadith of Sayyiduna Abt Bakr #«ai conflicting with the two 
Qur’anic verses. In fact, the hadith is in harmony with the Qur’an. Similarly, based 
on the discussion on Allah instructs you all and And what Allah restored, even if this 
hadith is invalid it has no bearing on the Ahl al-Sunnah as elaborated earlier on. 
Conversely, the Shrah will soon realise that the hadith of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zais 
is supported by their own ahadith reports. 


The Hadith of Sayyiduna Abu Bakr—stronger than Tawatur 


Since it has been established that the hadith of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «diss is not 
contradicting the Qur’an there is no need to further verify its authenticity, but for 
the sake of establishing the integrity of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<aiis we will pursue 
the discussion. 
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Firstly, to say that this hadith is transmitted by one person only is invalid criticism 
because this only applies where the narrator has not heard the statement from 
the primary source directly. As for one who heard a statement from the Prophet 
izaki directly, his transmission is stronger than a thousand reports of those 
who did not hear it directly. Excessive transmission is deemed necessary to avert 
the possibility of lies, but when a person hears it directly then there is no need 
for excessive transmission. Therefore, though thousands may report a matter 
and it gives one some degree of conviction, it can never give the conviction that 
is derived from witnessing it personally. Therefore, though there are thousands 
of reports from people about Makkah, Delhi, London etc., the benefit of seeing it 
personally and hearing about it cannot be the same. So, when the sight of others 
cannot be equal to one’s vision, the hearing of others cannot be equal to one’s 


own hearing. 


Therefore, the ShtT objection to Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «és for practising on 
something which he heard personally—and no one else heard it besides him— 
reflects the flaw in their understanding. Every literate and illiterate Muslim knows 
that it was binding on a Sahabi to act upon a hadith which he heard personally 
from the Prophet <s.i%ij\>, whether others heard it or not. 


Shr‘ah and Sunni scholars of Usil al-Hadith are unanimous that the classification 
of a hadith as Mutawatir, Mash-hir, Khabr al-Wahid, etc., has relevance when 
those who transmit the hadith did not hear the hadith directly or witness the 
event personally. It has no relevance to those who heard it directly or who were 
eye witnesses to the events. The direct narration of a Sahabi from the Prophet 
sakei is far weightier than a Mutawatir transmission. Thus, Sayyiduna Abt Bakr 
practised upon what he heard. Therefore, this objection has no basis, unless of 
course one has no faith in Abū Bakr as-Siddigq, which is a different issue altogether. 


Multiple transmissions of this Hadith 


However, if we have to speak to people on their level of understanding, then so 
be it. If multiple transmissions of a hadith makes it authentic, and not hearing 
it personally, then take note of the following; just as there are instances when a 
hadith would be considered invalid—when the narrators are liars and when the 
content blatantly conflicts naql (narration) or ‘aql (logic), similarly there are two 
instances which render a hadith valid, namely the integrity of the narrators are 
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beyond any doubt and it is supported by the Qur’an, authentic ahadith, i.e. naql 
and/or ‘aql. 


In the same manner, if a hadith is transmitted by very few individuals and that 
hadith conflicts minimally or substantially with more authentic ahadith, then 
the reliability of that narration would be compromised relevantly. Similarly, if a 
hadith has profuse transmission and it is in harmony with authentic ahadith then 


its reliability would be enhanced proportionately. 


We have, thus, outlined the two instances when a hadith would be considered valid 


as well as the two factors affecting the reliability of a hadith. 


Considering multiple transmissions, this hadith is not reported by Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr sé; alone. There are more than ten other narrators of such integrity like has 
never been. Therefore, the criticism of the Shtah—which ‘Ammar ‘All ignorantly 
records—about Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zéiis denying Fadak on account of hearing 
a hadith is false and baseless. Consequently, the hadith is recorded in Sunni 
references on the authority of Zubayr ibn al-‘Awwam, Hudhayfah ibn al-Yaman, 
Abi al-Darda’, Abū Hurayrah, ‘Abbas, ‘Alt, ‘Uthman, ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf, Sa‘d 
ibn Abi Waqgas, Sayyidah ‘A’ishah, ‘Umar al-Fārūq and Sayyiduna Abū Bakr *=aits5, 


Now if the Shrah do not accept the transmission of ‘A’ishah, Abi Bakr, ‘Umar and 
‘Uthman #ais, then what about the rest. Have they committed any crime besides 
speaking the truth in a matter which is highly sensitive to the Shrah? But we 
plead with them not to ruin themselves just out of spite for the Ahl al-Sunnah. 
Consequently, are they not aware of the fact that rejecting the words of an infallible 
Imam renders a Shit a non-Muslim. Therefore, in order to remain Shrah they must 
accept the hadith as it is transmitted by Sayyiduna ‘All zais too. 


Similarly, rejecting the transmission of Sayyiduna Hudhayfah «és has negative 
consequences as well. Although he is not an infallible Imam, but in this case his 
transmission is no less than that of an infallible Imam. This is because Mullah ‘Abd 
Allah Shahid records the hadith of the Prophet scsaiéai{\> in Izhar al-Haqq, which is 


as follows: 
o gö Lab ini a SS> L 


Attest to whatever Hudhayfah narrates to you. 
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Evidence from Sahih al-Bukhari 


Just in case someone doubts that this hadith is actually transmitted from Sayyiduna 
‘Alt áis, I record the narration of Sahih al-Bukhari, which is the most authentic 
book after the Qur'an. It is as follows, narrated by Malik ibn Aws: 
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While I was at home, the sun rose high and it got hot. Suddenly the messenger 


of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab came to me and said, “The chief of the believers has 


sent for you.” 


So, I went along with him till I entered the place where ‘Umar was sitting ona 
bedstead made of date-palm leaves and covered with no mattress, and he was 
leaning over a leather pillow. I greeted him and sat down. 


He said, “O Malik, some persons of your people who have families came to me 
and I have ordered that a gift should be given to them, so take it and distribute 
it among them.” 


I said, “O chief of the believers, I wish that you order someone else to do it.” 
He said, “O man! Take it.” 


While I was sitting there with him, his doorman Yarfa’ came saying, ““Uthman, 
‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf, al-Zubayr and Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqās are asking your 
permission to see you; may I admit them?” 


‘Umar said, “Yes.” 


So, they were admitted and they came in, greeted him, and sat down. After a 
while Yarfa’ came again and said, “May I admit ‘Alt and “Abbas?” 


‘Umar said, “Yes.” 
So, they were admitted and they came in and greeted him and sat down. 
Then ‘Abbas said, “O chief of the believers! Judge between me and him (i.e. ‘Ali).” 


They had a dispute regarding the property of Bani al-Nadir which Allah had 
given to His Prophet as Fay’. 


The group, i.e. ‘Uthman and his companions said, “O chief of the believers, 
judge between them and relieve both of them of each other.” 


‘Umar said, “Be patient! I beseech you by Allah by Whose Permission the 
Heaven and the Earth exist, do you know that Allah’s Messenger Asai said, 
‘Our (i.e. Prophets’) property will not be inherited, and whatever we leave, is 
Sadaqah, and Allah’s Messenger sits meant himself (by saying ‘we’)?” 


The group said, “He said so.” 


‘Umar then turned to ‘Ali and ‘Abbas and said, “I beseech you by Allah, do you 
know that Allah’s Messenger Assisi said so?” 


They replied, “He said so.” 


1 Sahih al-Bukhari, Hadith: 3094. 
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It is evident from this narration that Sayyiduna ‘Alt £é&\%5 transmits this hadith. 
Therefore, if they were reluctant to accept this hadith because of Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr zás transmitting it alone, then there is the testimony of so many Sahabah. 
And if they claim that it is in conflict with the Qur’an, then that is their short- 
sightedness and the reality is somewhat different, as elaborated on earlier. Similarly, 
if they object because he heard it directly from the Prophet <s«&j\> then that issue 
has also been dealt with; one’s seeing or hearing is conclusive. 


This hadith is transmitted by so many Sahabah that it is rare to find ahadith 
like this. Similarly, most of them are from the ‘Asharah Mubasharah. In fact, its 
transmission by Sayyiduna ‘Alt «dis is equivalent to the transmission of hundreds 
of thousands of narrators—especially according to the Shrah. Therefore, there can 
be no doubt about the validity of this hadith. 


Therefore, the Shrah should consider this hadith no less in weight than a Qur’anic 
verse. Then how was it possible for Sayyiduna Abū Bakr zás to dismiss this hadith 
and not act upon it? As for the Ahl al-Sunnah, its transmission by such esteemed 
Sahabah makes it as conclusive as the Qur’an. Every individual Sahabi among them 
is so esteemed that his transmission is weightier than Mutawatir, so what can be 
said about them collectively. 


As for its conformance with the Qur’an, it is evident. The Shiah were demonstrating 
on account of Yūsīkum Allah (Allah instructs you all), but is has been proven that 
the Hadith is in harmony with the verse. 


No contradiction between Qur’an and Hadith 


If any one feels that there is contradiction between the hadith and the Qur’an, then 
it is feared that such fools may go on to criticise the Prophet Aséi{t> in another 
matter. They may consider the ahadith which forbid zakah and Sadaqah upon the 
Prophet ázat in conflict with the following verse: 
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Zakāh ena N, are only y for the poor a for the beak and for those employed to 
collect [zakah] and for bringing hearts together [for Islam] and for freeing captives [or 
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slaves] and for those in debt and for the cause of Allah and for the [stranded] traveller 
- an obligation [imposed] by Allah. 


Therefore, they may accuse the Prophet ása% of opposing this verse. 
Consequently, the Prophet’s isat- ‘poverty’ is well-known and his prayer to 
remain in humble conditions till the end of his life and be raised with those people 
is also well-known. Therefore, if he was the Leader of the people of less-means in 
this world then he was most deserving of sadagah and zakah. 


Similarly, there is no exclusion or takhsis in the verse above, whereby he is to be 
considered exempted. Unlike Yiisikum Allah (Allah instructs you all), where the 
tone of address is to the Ummah and there is evidence of the Prophet’s ázat 
exclusion from that. 


However, when both the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah are unanimous that the ahadith 
prohibiting charity for the Prophet ástí are not in conflict with the verse, 
Zakah expenditures are only for the poor, then the hadith—what we leave behind 
is sadaqah—is in greater harmony with the Qur’anic verse. This is because the 
Prophet’s Acsaieaijk> exclusion from the law of inheritance is understood from the 
context of the sūrah and the tone of Yisikum Allah (Allah instructs you all) itself, 
whereas the exclusion of the Prophet <i> from charity is not understood from 


Zakah expenditures are only for the poor. 
If anything does establish his exclusion than it can possibly be the verse: 
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And among them are some who criticise you concerning the (distribution of) charities. 
If they are given from them, they approve; but if they are not given from them, at once 
they become angry.’ 


which does not even appear directly before or after this. However, it is possible 
to extract the exclusion from it. The meaning is as follows; this verse establishes 
that the Prophet izak was authorised to distribute charity. The verse Zakāh 


1 Sūrah al-Tawbah: 60. 
2 Sūrah al-Tawbah: 58. 
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expenditures are only for the poor establishes that charity is for the poor and the 
destitute and that the hypocrites do not have rights over it. Therefore, since the 
Prophet isaf was appointed to distribute it and the needy and destitute were 
declared the recipients and the hypocrites were to be dismissed, it implies that 
the Prophet sań- was excluded from receiving anything from it. This is just 
how a person entrusts a person who is needy himself with the task of distributing 
something to poor people and to omit the wealthy. It is commonly understood 
that the person entrusted with the task is not supposed to receive anything. (This 
is the practical illustration of the above verses.) Consequently, this is the reason 
why for the Rasil has been mentioned explicitly in the verse of Khums and Fay’—to 
establish that along with the duty of distribution, the Prophet sae is entitled 
to his independent share. 


Nevertheless, the Prophet’s ása% exclusion from Zakah expenditures are only for 
the poor is by an external factor and a verse disconnected from it. As for his exclusion 
from Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs you all), his exclusion is established from the 
verse itself and internal factors. Therefore, if the ahadith prohibiting zakah are 
established and they are not in conflict with Zakah expenditures are only for the poor 
then “what we leave behind is sadaqah,” is also established and in greater harmony 
with Yūsīkum Allah (Allah instructs you all). 


Similarly, “what we leave behind is sadaqah,” is also not in conflict with an heir, 
who will inherit me and And Sulayman inherited Dawid, because the verses refer to 
inheriting the legacy of knowledge whilst the hadith refutes inheritance of wealth. 
This discussion has been recorded in detail already. 


As for the narration, “what we leave behind is sadaqah,” conforming to other 
authentic ahadith it must be said that this hadith enjoys such prestige that the Ahl 
al-Sunnah do not regard it necessary for it to conform to other narrations. It is a 
criterion by itself. Despite this, it has multiple transmissions and all its chains are 
authentic and this is what is meant by conforming to authentic narrations. 


As for the authenticity of a hadith, it is determined by the soundness of the chain of 
transmission. Similarly, multiple chains of transmission constitute multiple ahadith 
(even though the content is the same). Therefore, if one text is transmitted via 
multiple chains then each chain would be considered an independent hadith. Now 
that multiple transmissions has given us multiple ahadith—with slight variation 
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in wording in some—and each one is in harmony with the other then it would be 
said that “what we leave behind is sadaqah,” is in harmony with authentic ahadith. 


Shri reports in substantiation 


However, if the above evidence leaves anyone in doubt then it is surely the Shrah. 
They need greater evidence; evidence from their texts that this hadith is in harmony 
with authentic narrations. Therefore, Shi7 scholars and laity are aware that no 
book has greater standing than the al-Kaft of al-Kulayni. Have we not alluded to 
the hadith recorded therein transmitted on the authority of Abū al-Bakhtari from 
Imam Ja ‘far al-Sadiq which states the following: 
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Verily the Ulam?’ are the inheritors of the Ambiya’, that is because the 
Ambiya’ do not inherit nor do others inherit from them any dirhams or 


dinars; however, they inherit (from the Ambiya’) their ahadith. So, whoever 


holds onto a portion of it, has held onto a large share. 


Consequently, this narration establishes exactly what is established from the 
narration of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «<ais. In fact, on account of the devious nature 
of the Shiah, Imam Jafar áes says that the legacy of Ambiya’ is knowledge. 
Therefore, if the version, “we are not inherited from,” is considered then it implies 
that none inherits from them except the ‘Ulama’, who inherit their knowledge. 
This is because the Ambiya’ also have not inherited fortunes from anyone. If the 
version, “the Ambiya’ do not inherit,” is considered it implies that the ‘Ulama’ 
inherit their knowledge because they have not left behind wealth as inheritance. 
As for Fadak, it was not the Prophet’s ssi personal possession as has been 
elaborated on previously. 


Personal effects 


As for other personal effects such as clothing, home and conveyance; the following 
should be noted: the homes of the Prophet izaki, which were simple rooms, 
were already in the possession of the noble wives according to the declaration of 
the Qur’an. Consequently, Allah said: 
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And abide in your houses.' 


and He did not say, “in the homes of the Nabr”. It is thus established that these 
rooms belonged to them and that the Prophet scssiesilk> gave it to them. 


However, someone could say that when speaking about the home one lives in, 
one refers to it as one’s own home despite it being rented or actually belonging to 
someone else. Therefore, it is not necessarily the case that those rooms belonged 
to them. 


Well, we do not have a problem with that because even if it belonged to the Prophet 
izaki till the end of his life it becomes charity immediately thereafter and the 
noble wives assumed authority over it just like how Fatimah Gait received revenue 
from Fadak. 


Nevertheless, we are not concerned with the technicalities revolving around the 
word, “your houses,” we are only concerned about keeping the contents of the 
hadith of Imam Ja‘far al-Sadiq in mind. So, if the Shrah have a problem with the 
meaning which we understand from the verse, then so be it. Either way, the homes 
were not the Prophet’s saú property or inheritance upon his departure from 
this world. 


Yes, from his personal effects they may ask about his clothing and conveyance. 
However, one’s Iman demands that since Imam Jafar uses the word Innama which 
denotes hasr—his legacy was nothing else but knowledge. Therefore, there should 
be no reservations at all. Whilst the Prophet acsaiexi may have left clothing behind, 
it is possible that he gifted it to someone in his lifetime and used it as a loan as long 
as he required it. 


Even if this does not make sense to you, do not refute the words of the infallible 
Imam. Consider it a deficiency of your understanding instead. But for the sake of 
clarification for the Muslims it must be noted that “the Ambiya’ do not inherit” 
does not mean that they did not leave any material possessions behind; it means 
that they did not leave anything inheritable. This makes it clear why the hadith of 
Sayyiduna Abt Bakr al-Siddiq «él, “what we leave behind is sadaqah,” is correct. 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 33. 
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Since Imam Ja‘far was aware of the contents of this hadith, he added the word 


Innam to reinforce this meaning. 


Therefore, if we analyse both narrations then the narration of Imam Ja‘far conveys 
the exact meaning of the narration of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr al-Siddigq «él since 
he says that the Ambiya’ do not leave any material possessions for inheritance. 
Actually, his narration expresses that they have only left behind knowledge and 
this fact is not contained in the narration of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ais. Therefore, 
the hadith of Imam Ja‘far expresses two matters whilst the hadith of Sayyiduna 
Abū Bakr dil expresses one only. Imam Ja far’s áes narration has substantiation 
as well so that his claim bears more weight. Whilst he was at ease about the Ahl 
al-Sunnah, he was apprehensive of the Shrah misunderstanding or distorting his 
words, so he clarified it thoroughly. 


But it is no wonder that the Shrah have forfeited their man by rejecting the words 
of their Imam. They are even capable of disowning their own Imams. Only Allah 
can make them understand as no Shaykh, Imam, Sahabr or Nabi can achieve this. 
They should be ashamed of themselves; criticising the Sahabah on behalf of those 
who were in harmony and accord with the Sahabah. They have lost the celestial 
light of Iman by vilifying the Sahabah and they have lost Iman itself by rejecting 
their Imams. This is because they maintain that one who rejects the words of an 
infallible Imam is a kafir, and if this is transmitted in the most authentic book of 
al-Kafi, then what can be said. Nevertheless, the hadith “what we leave behind is 
sadaqah,” is correct and in harmony with Shri hadith reports. 


The second Hadith of al-Kulayni 


The above Shii narration is supported by a second hadith, which also appears in al- 
Kaft. The hadith, which has passed earlier on along with its translation is as follows: 
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Verily Sulayman inherited from Dawid, and Muhammad inherited from 


Sulayman. 


It is evident from this that the inheritance of the Ambiya’ is nothing else but 
knowledge. The discussions relating to this hadith have been submitted earlier on 
but we will make a brief reference to two logical evidences recorded earlier. 
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Firstly, the Ambiya’ are alive in their graves and the possessions of a living person 
cannot be inherited by anyone. However, if the nature of those possessions is 
such that they cannot benefit from personally then their directives regarding it 
must be adhered to by their successors. Therefore, since the Prophet izaki is 
alive in his grave—and this has been established—his material possessions are not 
inheritable. It was therefore the responsibility of his successor, who in this case 
happens to be Sayyiduna Abū Bakr dil, to carry out his orders regarding it and 
these are contained in the statement, “what we leave behind is sadaqah”. If some 
sceptic denies the life of the Ambiya’ in their graves, then there is a second logical 
evidence which is as follows: inheritance cannot apply to the material possessions 
of the Ambiya’ due to their strong conviction that everything belongs solely Allah 
and it was entrusted to them to use for a specific time like an item that has been 
borrowed. Therefore, when their time lapsed and they returned to Allah, their 
possession of it was relinquished instantaneously. Nevertheless, these two logical 
arguments have been discussed at length. 


The share of other shareholders 


Whilst it is contested whether Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «ais withheld Fadak rightfully 
or oppressively it must be noted that he gave no share of it to Sayyidah ‘A’ishah 
Gais. Similarly, Sayyiduna ‘Umar dis did not give any share of it to Sayyidah 
Hafsah gks. The laws of inheritance demand that both of them should have 
received a share as they were the wives of the Prophet izate. This establishes 
that not giving them was in conformance with the instruction of the Prophet 
Isae; it was not withheld oppressively from anyone. If they really did oppress 
Sayyidah Fatimah ais then they surely would not have oppressed their own 


daughters. 


Similarly, those who snatch the wealth and possessions of others are not 
characterised by abstention from this world and worldly things. Therefore, it makes 
no sense that Sayyiduna Abt Bakr «ais usurped Fadak but he did not benefit in any 
way from it nor did he allow his relatives to benefit from it. This also establishes 
that withholding it was in accordance with the injunction of the Prophet ázat, 
Perhaps the Shrah accuse him of fraud due to saying that a man judges’ others by 
his own standards. 
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The Ahl al-Bayt and the possessions of the Prophet isses- 


Whilst they do criticise Sayyiduna Abū Bakr “is, they do not level any criticism 
against the Ahl al-Bayt on the same matter. Let us take a moment to analyse their 
activities in this regard. 


Consequently, each one of them from Sayyiduna ‘Alt zás till the last of them 
assumed administration of it without giving the wives of the Prophet isats- or 
the family of ‘Abbas «és any share from it. If the Prophet’s ísa possessions 
were inheritable then his wives and ‘Abbas #4 were entitled to half of it. Why 
then did these infallible Imams tread on the path of Sayyiduna Abi Bakr al-Siddiq? 
If Abū Bakr “eis committed an error then it was possible for him to do so, but what 
calamity befell the infallible Imams, leading them to such oppression? 


Consequently, historians and hadith scholars are unanimous that Fadak was under 
the control of Sayyiduna ‘Alī and Sayyiduna ‘Abbas ®<ai during the era of Sayyiduna 
‘Umar áis, Sayyiduna ‘Alt «dis then assumed control to the exclusion of Sayyiduna 
‘Abbas zis. It then went to Sayyiduna Hasan and then to Sayyiduna Husayn Bais, 


Ves 2 


Next came Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin ái and Hasan ibn Hasan 4i\%5. Thereafter it went 
to Sayyiduna Zayd ibn Hasan—the son of Sayyiduna Hasan é&\ss—thereafter it went 
to the sons of Marwan and remained in their possession until ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-‘Aziz 


arrived. He released all rights and restored it to its original condition. 


Thus, the practice of the illustrious Imams proves that the material possessions 
of the Prophet sań are not subjected to inheritance. Instead, it was Waqf. 
This explains why the infallible Imams withheld it from the inheritors and this 
establishes that the hadith of Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «és (what we leave behind is 
sadaqah) is legitimate and sound. 


Similarly, Sayyiduna Abū Bakr #i% withholding it from Sayyidah Fatimah Gaile is 
just like the infallible Imams withholding it from the wives of the Prophet ázat. 
In fact, the integrity of Sayyiduna Abi Bakr «ais seems purer than the integrity of 
the infallible Imams in the light of a criticism which can be levelled against them 
from the Khawarij. The Khawarij could say that they withheld it as they had their 
vested interests on account of being direct legitimate heirs. As for Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr «dis, he had no vested interests as he was not entitled to any part of it. But 
despite the purity of his integrity, the Shrah have not failed to say that he changed 
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colours immediately upon the demise of the Prophet izat- and denied Sayyidah 
Fatimah ais what was lawfully hers. 


Nevertheless, whilst Sayyiduna Abū Bakr «zai withheld Fadak and the infallible 
Imams also withheld it, there is a greater degree of dedication from Sayyiduna Abū 
Bakr zás, In fact, his steadfastness upon the truth must be lauded for despite his 
devotion to the Ahl al-Bayt and despite seeing the displeasure of Sayyidah Fatimah 
geaiiss—which is sufficient to make anyone compromise—he conformed with the 
directive of the Prophet s<ssicsiit>. The Shrah, however, are blinded by their enmity 
and disbelief. 


Therefore, Sayyiduna Abt Bakr ail complied with the prophetic injunction and 
there is no doubt that the hadith which he practised upon is valid. Consequently, 
the detailed analysis of its authenticity has passed and there is no room for doubt. 
This establishes that ‘Ammar ‘Ali’s comments about this hadith are baseless. He 
says the following: 


In addition to this narration contradicting the Qur’an, the Prophet of Allah 
neither informed his daughter or any of his wives that his wealth would be 
disposed of in charity and they would have nothing of it, so they should 
not lay claims to it. How could the Messenger of Allah conceal this divine 
injunction from those concerned and reveal it to a stranger who has no one 
else to verify this report. 


It has been established that what he claims to be in conflict with the Qur’an is 
actually in perfect harmony with it. As for claiming that it was transmitted to 
one Sahabr only, it has been established that more than ten Sahabah transmit it, 
including Sayyiduna ‘Ali, Sayyiduna ‘Abbas, and Sayyidah ‘A’ishah eas. Allah 
alone knows how many others heard this prophetic statement but did not have the 
opportunity to relate it. But if Molvi Ammar is unaware of these facts then what 
are we supposed to do about that. He either seems to be in a state of ignorance or 
intentional failure to acknowledge the reality. 


As for saying that none of the inheritors were informed about this, if this statement 
is made in ignorance than he must be alerted to the reality. If someone is unaware 
of something it does not necessarily imply that the particular matter had not 
occurred. Nevertheless, his allegation would have been correct if Sayyiduna ‘Abbas 
and Sayyidah ‘A’ishah ais were not inheritors. As for Sayyiduna ‘Ali, whilst he was 
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not a direct inheritor but the most important person in this matter on account of 
his representation of Sayyidah Fatimah and on account of him possibly inheriting 
from her—transmitting the hadith to him is more appropriate than transmitting 
it to Sayyidah Fatimah Geils. In addition to this, speaking about matters related 
to death to one’s closest relatives causes anguish and more so in the case of a 
daughter whose feelings for her father are most intense. Therefore, if the Prophet 
izaki had to openly tell Sayyidah Fatimah that she was entitled to nothing of his 
worldly possessions after his demise—as ‘Ammar ‘Alt suggests—when the thought 
of his demise would already cause immense grief than would it be prudent or not 
to divulge this unfavourable news to her as well? 


The Prophet si was fully aware of the fact that if Fatimah wails took the 
initiative of addressing this matter with Sayyiduna Abū Bakr 2<éis;—whom he 
knew with certainty would be his successor—without the knowledge of Sayyiduna 
‘Ali, then Abū Bakr would never be so weak as to compromise the truth. Similarly, 
he also knew that Fatimah ¢2éii would also not be so persistent about inheritance 
and ignore the truth which was related to her by Siddiq al-Akbar. 


Since it is humanly possible to err just as Musa Sis% erred when he took Hartin 
sla to task, and if on account of this possibility Fatimah aii disputed the issue 
after hearing the hadith, then Sayyiduna ‘Ali zzák was always there to reassure her 
that the matter is at it stands. 


Therefore, the claim that the Prophet <ss&aij> did not inform any of his inheritors 
is fraudulent and deceptive. 


Fatimah and ‘lm al-Ghayb 


Actually, the allegation of concealing the hadith from Sayyidah Fatimah gáis makes 
no sense at all. This is because there is no way something could have remained 
hidden from Sayyidah Fatimah edits; she is after all no less than the Imams of the 
Ahl al-Bayt in any way. If the Imams have all-encompassing knowledge of past and 
present matters than Sayyidah Fatimah zai shares this characteristic. Therefore, 
it would be actually better to say that the Prophet sie felt that there was no 
need to tell her because only those need to be told who are unaware. 


However, if the commandments of the sharrah are considered an exception from 
the all-encompassing knowledge of the Imams, or if Sayyidah Fatimah gas is 
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considered inferior to them in this respect then too the allegation of concealment is 
invalid, because if a few people from one group are informed of something it is just 
as good as everyone knowing about it. Therefore, when the merits of propagating 
knowledge are so profuse then how could it be possible for this command of shartah 
to remain obscure. After all, the Prophet isi was not responsible for passing 
every message individually to every Muslim; he related information to some and 
the word gradually got around to the rest. Yes, if he had not charged those whom 
he had related the hadith to with the responsibility of propagating it to everyone 
then it could be said that law of the sharrah was kept hidden. 


Since it was most appropriate to convey this information to Siddiq al-Akbar, the 
Prophet <saeaijt> did just that. Similarly, it is evident that giving and receiving are 
two actions carried out by two individuals. If one party does not act, giving and taking 
cannot materialise. Therefore, by alerting one of the two parties, the act of giving 
and receiving would not occur. This is why it was sufficient to relate this information 
to Abū Bakr «él, as he would be responsible for giving in this instance. 


It could be said that based on this philosophy of giving and receiving it would have 
been better to relate the hadith to Sayyidah Fatimah ais, who is the possible 
recipient in this case. In fact, relating it to her would have averted the unpleasant 
disagreement altogether. 


We do agree that it was possible to relate the information to Fatimah gals instead, 
but there are certain benefits in the first case which cannot be found in the second 


situation. 
These are as follows: 


Firstly, making a bequest of this nature to Sayyiduna Abū Bakr ais indicates 
to the legitimacy of his khilafah. It automatically hints that he is selected as the 
khaltfah, even if this is not expressed in clear terms. This hint is not the first of its 
kind. Actually, there are much more glaring indications contained in the Sunnah 
and some are even contained in the Glorious Qur’an. This deals adequately with 
the nonsensical remark of ‘Ammar ‘Alī of “reveal it to a stranger who has no one 
else to verify this report”. Therefore, the Prophet #ss&j> knew that Sayyiduna 
Abi Bakr dil would be at the helm of affairs and he made the relevant bequests 
to him so that the khilafah could run on the course of Nubuwwah. 
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Similarly, there could be a disadvantage in only divulging information to the 
recipient, ifthe recipient becomes a victim of the impulses of the nafs, and withholds 
such information. Whilst this cannot be fathomed about Sayyidah Fatimah gáis 
on account of her being mahftiz or ma‘sim, it is also a fact that distinct and special 
circumstances do not dictate the application of shar‘ law. Therefore, if a matter in 
a court of law receives the testimony of only one person then despite that person 
being a saint of undisputed integrity, his testimony would have no implication on 
the case. In contrast to this, if two credible persons having less integrity than the 
first testify against his testimony, it would receive acceptance. This is because the 
benefit of general application of the law supersedes the rare instance of overlooking 
it in a specific instance. So, whilst the Shrah do claim that it was better to notify 
Sayyidah Fatimah <ais about the situation, the general rule in this case is that the 
giver should be prohibited from giving, not the recipient prohibited from receiving. 


In the first place it is actually incorrect to say that notifying her would have averted 
the unpleasant disagreement that followed since there was no disagreement and 
conflict at all. This will be highlighted soon, Allah willing. It is nothing more than the 
mischief of the Shrah, which they have publicised at length and it has no reality to it. 


Secondly, when unpleasant incidents of this nature occur among the Ambiya’ of 
Allah they are not really referred to as arguments. Sometimes such situations are 
unavoidable and the incident of Nabi Musa Sisk and Nabi Hariin #2 is known 


to one and all. 


Similarly, an unpleasant event resolved soon after its occurrence is hardly ever 
taken note of and even if there is premonition of its possibility, one does not go to 
lengths to avert it. Surely Sayyiduna Abt Bakr al-Siddiq would have the dignity of 
apologising and refusing with politeness and Sayyidah Fatimah edi would not 
be a victim of misguidance and deviation. Therefore, the Prophet dcscsijk> did not 
bother about these trivial matters and the narration of Misbah al-Salikin proves 
that events turned out just as he would have expected. This narration—which will 
be recorded in due course—establishes that Sayyiduna Abū Bakr xs did excuse 
himself and Sayyidah Fatimah ails was satisfied by his clarification. This resolved 
the matter and restored the relationship between them harmoniously. 


Thirdly, to say that that if the Prophet asi had told Fatimah esas there would 
have been no disagreement is assuming that the Prophet zati- had knowledge of 
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the unseen. Many verses in the Qur’an refute the notion that the Prophet ssi; 
or for that matter anyone else has knowledge of the unseen. Consider the following 


verses: 
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touched me. I am not except a warner and a bringer of good tidings to a people who 


believe.” 
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Say, “None in the heavens and earth knows the unseen except Allah, and they do not 


perceive when they will be resurrected.” 


The first verse discounts the notion that the Prophet s<ssisijt> had knowledge of 
the unseen whilst the second verse refutes the idea that anyone—angels, Prophets, 
Jinn, or humans—has knowledge of the unseen. 


These issues are logical and can be understood quite clearly. If one then fails to 
understand due to lack of intellect, what can one do? 


Fourthly, since the benefit in telling both would be accomplished by telling either 
one, it was appropriate for Abū Bakr «zi to be told as he would be the one tasked 
to discharge the affairs whilst Fatimah Gail was only a possible recipient. Further, 
by telling Abū Bakr zás who was primarily charged with discharging all the 
affairs, the issue under review was resolved from its roots. On the other hand, the 
issue in relation to Fatimah zai was a mere branch and thus telling her would not 
be as effective when surveying the larger picture. 


1 Surah al-A‘raf: 188. 
2 Strah al-Naml: 65. 
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In any case, the fact that Abū Bakr él was to be the khalifah outlines the 
importance of telling him. Judgment in cases would be brought to him and in the 
case of inheritance from the Prophet <sseaij\>, he would pass judgment accordingly 
no matter who presented the case to him from the heirs: Fatimah vais, or anyone 
else. By doing so a clear message would have been sent to the other heirs as well 
and, thus, they would not conduct any impermissible transaction within the 
inheritance. Aside from this, there was no element of impermissibility or sin in 
seeking the inheritance by the heirs whilst unaware that they had no right to it. 


Furthermore, telling ‘Abbas and ‘A’ishah 2% would have sufficed too since 
together they would have received just less than half of the inherence had it been 
distributed. Thus, if Fatimah or Abū Bakr €245 were left unaware as well it would 
not have mattered. When the time came, the reality of the matter would have come 
to light. Leave all of this, let us assume that neither Abi Bakr, ‘A’ishah, or ‘Abbas 
#25, had any inkling of the matter and ‘Alt <i was the only one told (and as 
we have established he had knowledge of the matter) then too it was just as telling 
Fatimah eal because she was under his care and both their sons were yet children. 


The Prophet isak was fully aware that the issue of his inheritance would not 
be under consideration by only one or two people that it could be wrapped up 
in a clandestine manner. It was an impossibility that Fatimah vais would go 
seeking her inheritance and ‘Alt zis would be unaware. For arguments sake, if 
we assume that Fatimah 4s was allotted a share of the inheritance, ‘Ali zeis 
would be the one to go and take possession of it. Besides, ‘A’ishah and “Abbas &2aiis; 
weren't strangers to her. The former was akin to her mother and the latter like 
a grandfather. With such close familial ties, the issue of inheritance would have 
been openly discussed between them. In making ‘A’ishah and ‘Abbas ®sais aware, 
Fatimah als and the other Noble Consorts of the Prophet ása% would also 
become aware of the reality of the matter. If not at the time of his passing, then 
definitely at the time of seeking. Such matters are not kept a secret that no one 
would know. 


In conclusion, the manner in which the Prophet scsi conducted this matter 
was in no way shrouded in secrecy. He had clarified it in front of ten/twelve and 
who knows how many more people. A point of note here is that amongst those that 
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he made aware were ‘A’ishah, ‘Abbas, and ‘Ali #a\s; two direct heirs and the other 
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an heir of an heir. Therefore, to claim that the divine law of prophetic inheritance 
was kept a secret from the heirs by the Prophet 4s«i{2 is nonsensical. 


An example of the Shřah keeping a divine law a secret 


Shrouding a divine law with secrecy is what can be found amongst the false and 
fabricated narrations of the Shtah wherein they suppose Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin 
kept the Imamah of Imam Muhammad al-Bagir a secret from his son Zayd al- 
Shahid. Secrecy that—according to ShT1 dogma—results in disbelief. Consider the 
following narration which forms the basis of their belief: 


Whoever does not know the Imam of his time has died a death of ignorance. 
Thus, according to the Shrah, whoever does not know the Imam of his time— 
from the Twelve Imams—dies a death just like those before the Prophethood of 
the Prophet sań, a death of ignorance doomed to the fire. To put this into 
perspective, they propose that Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin kept such a secret from Zayd 
al-Shahid which is a fundamental belief of faith. This is keeping a secret of divine 


law! Not going to every heir and telling each one of them “We [the prophets] do not 
inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah”, is quite to the contrary! 


Hereunder is the complete narration that outlines the above incident: 
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Al-Kulayni narrated from Aban who said: 


Al-Ahwal reported to me saying, “Zayd ibn ‘Ali sent for me while he was in 


hiding so I went to see him.” 


He [Zayd] said to me, “O Abū Jafar [al-Ahwal] what will you say if a knocker 
from among us knocks on your door [asking for your support], would you 


come assist him?” 


I said to him, “If it is your father or your brother [al-Baqir] I would set out 
with him.” 


He [Zayd] said to me, “Verily I wish to rise up and fight these people so set 


out with me.” 
I said, “No, I will not do so may I be made your ransom.” 
He said to me, “Do you prefer your life over mine?” 


I said, “It is only one soul [that I have], if Allah does indeed have a Hujjah 
[proof; Imam] on the earth then the one who stays back and the one who joins 


” 


you are both the same. [There is no benefit in joining you in jihad,] 


He said to me, “O Abū Ja‘far I used to sit with my father to share a plate with 
him so he would feed me the choicest piece of meat and cool for me a hot 
morsel out of love for me but he did not love me enough to save me from the 
hell-fire! How could it be that he informed you [of the Imamah of Imam Baqir] 


and did not inform me?” 


I said to him, “He feared for you that you would reject it and enter the fire, but 
he informed me [not caring either way], so if I accept, I am saved and he was 
not bothered that I enter the fire [if I reject].” 


There are many aspects in this narration that lend support to the Ahl al-Sunnah wa 
al-Jama‘ah; however, this is not the place for it nor do we have the time to expand 
on it. Our focus in this narration is Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin hiding the Imamah of 
Imam Muhammad al-Bagir from his son Zayd al-Shahid, whilst aware that knowing 
of his Imamah was pillar of faith. 


Consider the Fadak Estate; materialistic wealth, in relation to knowing the Imam of 
the time; a pillar of faith. Then consider Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin keeping this from his 
son in relation to the Prophet <<saiéaij\> informing more than ten people regarding 
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the Fadak Estate with the intent of them passing it on. Further, understand the 
devastating and everlasting impact of Imam Zayn al-‘Abidin not informing his son 
Zayd al-Shahid of the Imamah of Imam Muhammad al-Baqir and mirror it to the 
Prophet ssi not informing Fatimah gáis or any other heir of the narration, 
‘We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah’. Even if—as 
assumed by the Shr'ah—the Prophet izak only informed Abū Bakr zis of it, 
does it lead to devastating or lasting impact as with the case Zayd al-Shahid? 


Taking provision from the adage recounting disbelief does not result in disbelief, the 
result in the case of Zayd al-Shahid not being aware of the Imam of his time would 
be him becoming a disbeliever and be subject to everlasting punishment. 


For arguments sake, if we assume that the Prophet izat did not inform anyone, 
neither Abū Bakr él nor any other heir of the status of his inheritance and as a 
result the heirs distributed his estate—which was waqf—amongst themselves, then 
too there would be no blame on them in this world or the next. In any case, weigh 
the above two cases and compare the secrecy within them as well as the resulting 
harm and see which end of the scale falls. 


After reading the above discussion, anyone having even a modicum of intelligence 
will conclude, that in no way can the Prophet sik» be accused of hiding a 
divine injunction whilst on the other hand—according to the Shtah—Imam Zayn 
al-‘Abidin without a doubt kept a divine injunction a secret. Oh, how razor sharp 
is the intellect of Molvi ‘Ammar that he considers the former a gross injustice and 
secrecy of divine law whilst he glosses over the latter! I wonder who ever told 
him to insert his opinion in the matters of faith. Such nonsensical spewing of the 
ignorant aren’t even worthy of answering; however, keeping quiet in front of such 
atrociousness burns one from inside and thus I have written much and am bound 
to continue to do so. 


Did Abu Bakr return the Fadak Estate to Fatimah 
Molvi ‘Ammar ‘Alī states: 


Fatimah i went to Abū Bakr more than once to seek her inheritance upon 
which he wrote out a document restoring the Fadak Estate to her. ‘Umar 
then appeared, snatched the document, and tore it to pieces. 
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These statements will be analysed and the truth of the matter clearly explained. In 
reality his assertion is a lie told to cover other lies. For his allegations he references 
Sibt ibn al-Jawzi, al-Waqidi, and Burhan al-Din al-Halabi al-ShafiT and others. This 
is all a farce in order to beguile the Ahl al-Sunnah. The issue of Shrah narrations 
within the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah has already been discussed. There is no need 
to delve into it again, whoever wishes may refer to the section. However, then too, 
the references he has listed will be dealt with shortly. 


The question of Fatimah áis going back to Abū Bakr *dils, advising him, his 
writing of a document restoring it to her, and ‘Umar él tearing it is a fabrication 
of ‘Ammar ‘Alt. Even the staunch Shrah have not gone to level he has gone to in 
his fabrications. Consider the following narration cited by Ibn Mutahhar al-Hilli, a 
Shi scholar of note who no doubt had far more hatred for Abū Bakr #45. Yet he 
too did not stupidly reproduce this incident of her going back to him and further 
‘Umar «ais tearing it. Rather he says: 


Lle Loo yy LES YS CaS Sud è S Ll ibli Chae y Li 


When Fatimah eas advised Abū Bakr zs regarding the Fadak Estate, he 


wrote out a document restoring it to her.' 


This much too, as asserted by al-Hilli, is an attack on the integrity of Abū Bakr zás 
insinuating he intended to withhold the Fadak Estate, returning it only after being 
offered counsel by Fatimah gáis. It also attacks Abū Bakr’s «ais real viewpoint on 
the issue since if the narration, “We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave 
behind is sadagah”, was true, he would not have moved to restore it to her based 
on her counsel. It would be he, who would counsel Fatimah gáis. 


Also, if the incident of Umar «dis tearing the document was factual according 
to al-HillT he would have certainly rebuked him to no end. If truth be told al-Hillt 
has alleviated any concern for the Ahl al-Sunnah in this matter. In any case Molvi 
‘Ammar ‘Alfs objection has been dealt with by the narrations of the Shrah in this 
case. His seniors did not even dream of the fabrications he has thought up. 


As far as al-Waqidi is concerned, the scholars of hadith consider him to be amongst 
those who fabricated narrations. Ibn al-Jawzt has penned a book specifically 


1 Minhaj al-Karamah. 
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dealing with fabricated narrations. Reproducing from this book only strengthens 
our point. If for arguments sake one accords any merit to the narration, then too it 
must be contextualised as to what purpose the author produced the narration for 
to fully understand its relevance. Consider the following verse: 


4 
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Indeed, Allah is poor, while we are rich. 


Contextualising the verse would clarify it to be a statement of the Jews which Allah 
Sse: revealed to refute. The same answer would be given on behalf of Sibt ibn 
al-Jawzi for reproducing the narration in question. 


The intent to deceive the masses of the Ahl al-Sunnah is quite evident from 
him referencing books that fall below the tier of acceptance. In order to create 
confusion and incite evil he has referenced these books illustrating them to be 
authentic. He also references books that were authored to expose such scams by 
reproducing fabricated narrations. Over and above this he fabricates narrations 
whilst referencing obscure books under the assumption that they would not be 
found or that no one would take on the headache of looking. 


Molvi ‘Ammar brought the incident of Fatimah gais going to Abū Bakr zás on 
multiple occasions seeking her inheritance to the fore. This was probably to incite 


an outcry and claim a win of some sort. 


Now consider some more of Molvi ‘Ammar’s foolishness. He states: 


Similarly, if ‘Alt <4 and the rest of the Sahabah believed the fabricated 
narration of Abu Bakr regarding the inheritance of the Ambiya’ then why did 
‘Alt zás and ‘Abbas xá% raise this issue once again with Umar during his reign 
as the khalifah? On that occasion, ‘Umar told them that they considered Abi 
Bakr to be a liar, a cheat, a deceiver and a transgressor and they harboured 
the very same thoughts about him, but he would do nothing more than what 
Abi Bakr had done about the matter. This narration is recorded in Sahih al- 
Muslim. 


The Musnad of Ahmad records that this matter was raised once again with 
‘Uthman during his reign. Therefore, if Abū Bakr was truthful, they would 


1 Strah Al-Imran: 181. 
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never have claimed Fadak from him. This establishes that Abū Bakr forged 
the narration and he usurped Fadak from Fatimah is due to his hatred 
for the Ahl al-Bayt. Similarly, ‘Umar highlighted to ‘Alt zás and Abbas zis 
that they considered Abi Bakr to be a fraud and a liar and they have the 
same sentiments for him. So, when ‘Alt zis considers them to be liars and 
cheats, then we will do the same. This is the true narrative regarding the 


Fadak Estate. 


The Narration of Sahih Muslim 


If one studies the narration of Sahih Muslim, one will come to the realization that 
the assertion Molvi ‘Ammar makes is built upon the need to deceive and a desire to 
misguide the masses. The meeting which he refers to, was convened to discuss the 
management of the lands, not its ownership. The narration he cited, the narration 
of Malik ibn Aws, and other narrations of Sahih Muslim make this quite clear. He did 
not grasp this either due to his dim-wittedness or as a result of blindly accepting 
and regurgitating the statements of his predecessors. 


Citing these narrations would prove time-consuming as they require much 
explanation, especially the lengthy narration of Malik ibn Aws and time is of the 
essence. I will, however, provide a brief explanation in light of one of the narrations, 
to quell any nagging doubts. The narration of ‘A’ishah Gail which appears a little 
after the narration cited, highlights the fact that Umar «áis had given over 
management of those endowments to ‘Alt and ‘Abbas ®sa which were in the 
vicinity of Madinah and its surrounds. As for the Fadak and Khaybar Estates, he 
had kept those under his own supervision. In the narration cited by Molvi ‘Ammar 
it seems as though ‘Umar zd&is is seeking an undertaking on an oath from ‘Alt 
and ‘Abbas ais; to do just as the Prophet ása% did. However, the narration 
of ‘A’ishah Gais explains that ‘Alt zás had taken over the managerial duties of 
‘Abbas zás. Hereunder is the wording of the narration: 


cde ale edad i ples idle SI ne prada SL adie Ll 


So far as the charitable endowments at Madinah were concerned, ‘Umar 
handed them over to ‘Ali and ‘Abbas, but ‘Ali got the better of him (and kept 


the property under his exclusive management).' 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1759. 
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Bre BR, 


Since ‘Alt «és; had taken over the exclusive management of the endowment which 
was initially handed over to both him and ‘Abbas «és, they had a falling out. Both 
of them then approached ‘Umar “zai themselves to resolve the matter. They had 
also sent ‘Uthman, ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf, Zubayr ibn al-‘Awwam, and Sa‘d ibn 
Abi Waqqas #2 before their arrival in order to facilitate a resolution. Molvi 
‘Ammar has taken this and ran with it trying to prove a claim of inheritance from 
Abū Bakr zás by them since they had an exchange of words with him at this time. 


When these six individuals came to ‘Umar edi and raised this matter, he asked 
them under oath if they knew that the Prophet isats had said: 
BielS sae sV 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


They all responded in the affirmative that the Prophet sssiciij\> had indeed said so. 
After much discussion ‘Umar áis said: 
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Then you as well as he came to me. Both of you have come and your purpose 
is identical. 


You said, “Entrust the property to us.” 


I said, “If you wish that I should entrust it to you, it will be on the condition 
that both of you will undertake to abide by a pledge made with Allah that you 
will use it in the same way as the Prophet Asai» used it.” 


So, both of you got it. 
‘Umar said, “Wasn't it like this?” 
They said, “Yes.” 


‘Umar said, “Then you have (again) come to me with the request that I 
should adjudge between you. No, by Allah. I will not give any other judgment 
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except this until the Last Hour. If you are unable to hold the property on this 


condition, return it to me.” 


Let us assume for a moment that ‘Ali and ‘Abbas ails came to ‘Umar ##éi seeking 
inheritance and ‘Umar dis further apportioned for them the endowments as 
inheritance. Then why would ‘Ali zis despite being ‘infallible’ [according to 
the Shrah] usurp the share of ‘Abbas #<aiis;? Do the Shrah believe ‘Alt zais to be 
so lowly that whatever came his way he wolfed down? Or do the Shrah perhaps 
believe infallibility gives one the licence to oppress with impunity. 


‘Ali undertaking sole management proves the endowments ineligible 
for inheritance 


Looking at this incident through the eye glass of impartiality and considering the 
fact that ‘Alt «iss took over the managerial duties of ‘Abbas x<dils to be the sole 
administrator of the endowments is clear evidence that the lands did not form part 
of any estate suitable for inheritance. The estate was in fact an endowment. This 
is notwithstanding one administrator taking over the administration of another, a 
resolution of prudence rather than oppression, based upon the vision of growth of 
the endowment in order to fulfill its original purpose; its proceeds a boon to the 
poor. This difference in vision for the endowment led to the conflict between ‘Alī 
and ‘Abbas ails. 


Having understood the above, it cannot be any clearer that the lands were under 
the administration of ‘Alī and ‘Abbas ®éii and not under their ownership. Thus, 
their fallout was based upon the administration which they took to ‘Umar «áis to 
resolve. The resolution offered by ‘Umar «<i was simple; continue administrating 
as the Prophet izak had done. This was after them and the others having 
attested to it not being part of any inheritance. Reflect for a moment. What was 
the need for them to be given a set of instructions regarding the lands if they had 
ownership of it through the agency of inheritance? If one owns a land, he may do 
so as he pleases. The reality of the matter is that since they did not have ownership, 
rather only administration, they were bound by the rules of the endowment. 


Further, ‘Umar «i stating he would not pass any other judgment till the Day of 
Judgment reinforces the notion that he had handed over the endowments to ‘Aland 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1757. 
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‘Abbas ®ai to administer and not in ownership. If they had actually inherited the 
land, then the resolution to their conflict would have been to allocate to them their 
portion of land, an uncomplicated task. In reality his reasoning for not allocating 
specific pieces of land to administer was to avoid future generational claims of 
ownership to the lands. With the passing of time people may come to think of the 
lands to be the inheritance of Fatimah zai on whose behalf ‘Ali eal spoke and of 
‘Abbas ais, thus claiming ownership of lands that were in fact not theirs. 


‘Ali and ‘Abbas xis attest to the honesty of Abu Bakr zás 


Upon being asked on oath, both ‘Alī and ‘Abbas zis attested to the Prophet 
Ascii saying: 


aao LS sae) sV 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


Then based on what logic could they have sought inheritance from the Prophetic 
Estate? Only the Shrah can come up with such convoluted mental gymnastics to 
reach such a conclusion. 


Molvi ‘Ammar states, as discussed previously, that Abū Bakr «<i had written a 
document restoring Khaybar to Fatimah aaiiss which Umar zás tore to pieces. If, 
for a moment, we consider this to be true then why would ‘Ali and ‘Abbas ai go to 
‘Umar ží in his reign seeking inheritance that he had already denied so strongly 
when he wasn’t in the seat of khilafah? It would be an obtuse assumption to think 
them so foolish to re-visit a discussion at time when they would have been at a 
significant disadvantage. It is therefore quite evident that their approaching him 
from the very first instance was in the capacity of administering the endowments 
and not to seek it as inheritance. The wording of the narration lends strength to 
this as well. They said: 


ball Lg 
Entrust the property to us. 
Which shows that from the beginning they sought to administer it, not own it. 


Still, the question of what benefit it was to them to administer the endowment 
remains. After much thought, the following comes to mind and Allah duseu 
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knows best. The relatives of the Prophet <s«éi{ held a preemptive share in the 
revenue generated from the prophetic endowments, and the excess going to the 
other categories of recipients, especially in endowments of fay’. An indication to 
this is made by Allah ds: in mentioning them first amongst the recipients and 
the ahadith also suggest the same. 


However, the khalifah was preoccupied in more pressing matters of the state and 
was not solely focused on the administration of the endowments. Further, those 
with a greater interest in a matter would give it its due right. Keeping the above 
in mind ‘Ali and ‘Abbas zás petitioned to administer the endowment and ‘Umar 
edi acceded. ‘Umar xk also understood that ‘Ali and ‘Abbas ®t would have 
a better idea of who was needy amongst the Bani Hashim and who was not and, 
thus, they were better suited to administer the endowment and its revenue. He 
also knew that there was no fear of someone thinking of this to be a transaction 
of ownership as the narration, “We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave 
behind is sadaqah”, was well known and widely circulated. He did, however, refrain 
from giving them specific shares within the endowment to administer, fearing 
future generational claims of ownership via the inheritance of Fatimah and ‘Abbas 


Yes, Abū Bakr 2zéii refused handing over the administration of the endowments 
since the incident of Fatimah ails having asked for her inheritance was fresh in the 
minds of people. The narration, “We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave 
behind is sadagah”, was not well known and had he given over its administration 
it would have been construed as him giving over the prophetic endowments as 


inheritance. 
The superlatives cheat, deceiver and, transgressor was hyperbole—a 
figure of speech 


‘Umar «<i refuted suppositions and rejected misunderstandings that that had 
trickled down to the masses. By using hyperbole, he made clear that since ‘Alt and 
‘Abbas «ais accepted the narration: 


aao LS sae sV 


We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah 
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They did not actually believe Abū Bakr zís to be a cheat, deceiver, and a 
transgressor. ‘Umar «és further stated the reality of the matter which they all 
agreed on by saying: 


And Allah knows that he was true, virtuous, well-guided, and a follower of 
truth. 


Such figures of speech are quite common at times of misunderstandings between 
friends and family as well. If on the other hand ‘Ammar ‘Ali wants to misconstrue 
this and insinuate something else, then this is down to him singing untruths or due 
to him being innately dense. 


Hyperbole and exaggeration are found even in Qur’anic verses and the ahadith. 
Take for example the following verse: 


a 
PA 
Fo 


or . 2a 7907 oF ode of 4 8% ot A 8 - Wo a ie 
° 7° ae. fe -i 

“o o r En r rak w AD E 

Se pes eA ge Abo V5 els 

[They continued] until, when the Messengers despaired and were certain that the 
y g p y 


had been denied, there came to them Our victory, and whoever We willed was saved. 


And Our punishment cannot be repelled from the people who are criminals. 


From the apparent of this verse, it seems as though the Prophets despaired in the 
promises of Allah 45; and came to think of the promises of His help to be false. 
However, the believers are acutely aware that such thoughts of despondency and 
dejection is far removed from the status of the Prophets. In the verses preceding 
this Allah dex says: 


Pos ia -o 5 2° A d aas Foe pa si 
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Indeed, no one despairs of relief from Allah except the disbelieving people.’ 


Then how can any believer think the Prophets would despair? 


1 Surah Yisuf: 110. 
2 Surah Yisuf: 87. 
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If we were to follow the logic of ‘Ammar ‘Ali in asserting Abū Bakr zi to be a 
cheat etc., then considering Allah Ste is more truthful than Umar <i one 
would have to assert under the ruling of the above verse that the Prophets, due to 


-SA 


their despondency, were in fact disbelievers. [May Allah 4554 save us from such 
folly.] 


Generally, the word Zann is used in the Qur’an to state false assertions that have 
entered the heart and have become belief. Consequently, the false assertion of the 
disbelievers that they will not be resurrected and that no one has the ultimate 
power to take life is referred to in Surah al-Jathiyah using the same word: 


E enip ee 
They are only assuming.’ 


The disbelievers had no doubt in this belief of theirs; however, due to the assertion 
being false, Allah 35,416. referred to it using the word Zann. Similar is the use in 
the verse: 


70 -o r eF a a sé 
53 Sl Bb al 
Indeed, he had thought he would never return [to Allah ].? 


If we apply this rule of use to the principle verse under discussion, were certain that 
they had been denied, then ‘Ammar ‘Alt would have to concede that the Prophets 
belief in the help of Allah St; was false. 


On the other hand, if we take the colloquial meaning of the word Zann, which is 
used to denote either an overpowering thought or a doubt, then it would mean 
the Prophets had no conviction in the promises of Allah dté%:2, rendering them 
disbelievers and anyone following them misguided and ruined. [May Allah daz. 


save us from such folly]. 


Another possible interpretation is that the Zann of Prophets was in relation to 
the delay of assistance and not in relation to the truth of Allah dss, If this is 
taken to be the case, it would reveal uncertainty on their part in the revelation. An 


1 Sirah al-Jathiyah: 24. 
2 Sarah al-Inshiqaq: 14. 
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allegation that neither we nor the Shrah would be willing to accept, since if they 
don’t have conviction in the revelation then who would? 


The only remaining explanation is that due to natural human instinct, a fear passed 
through the heart—which takes nothing away from their concrete faith—and was 
expressed with the word Zann—a figure of expression by way of hyperbole. Then 
this is exactly what we have been saying with regards to the statement of ‘Umar 


ee 34\ 


In conclusion, the verse does not establish despair in Allah 4453c on the part of 
the Prophets Sisk nor does it insinuate doubt in the revelation they received. It 
was a figure of expression by way of hyperbole wherein lay advice to the Prophet 
izaki to not fall into such thoughts or for some other reason. There are many 
other verses of this nature as well, which if taken out of context and without 
understanding its purport may be blasphemous. 


Now contextualise the statement of ‘Umar eis in a similar manner. If due to 
natural human instinct, ‘All and ‘Abbas éis felt slighted and their sentiments 
were exaggerated by ‘Umar dl in order for them to realise the shallow nature 
of their negative sentiment, whilst affirming the positive attitude that always had, 
then there remains no issue. He used a method of expression found in the Qur’an. 


Another point to note is that since it was ‘Umar «diss who made these statements, 
he could have been mistaken. Perhaps ‘Alī and ‘Abbas @aiss did not feel slighted in 
the least. 


Double standards 


It is sad to see that without grasping the context, ‘Ammar ‘Al is quick to point a nasty 
finger at Abū Bakr “ai through an understated insinuation that could perhaps 
be attributed to ‘Alt 2a. Whereas on the other hand, when ‘Ali zeis himself 
emphasises the virtue of Abū Bakr «ais by taking oaths, he turns a blind eye. 


The disbelief and double standards of the Shrah burns through here, the smoke of 
their deceit visible for all to see. When it comes to vilifying Abū Bakr «ais then 
even Umar «i is a worthy reference. And when it comes to praising him, then ‘Alt 
zaks too is pushed aside. In the very same narration that ‘Ammar ‘Ali references, 


‘Abbas #é&iss uses the very same superlatives to describe ‘Alt «ais that ‘Umar zás 
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used'. Why doesn’t he reproduce that portion of the narration as well? The intent 
is clear; all he wants is to vilify Abū Bakr «ais, 


The manner in which the Shrah conduct themselves is just like that of the Bani 
Isra’1l. They saw thousands of miracles, but they refused to reform and yet they saw 
one trick of Samiri and they believed in him. 


After this explanation ‘Ammar ‘Alt might have come to realise the foolishness of his 
idiotic objection. And if due to his stupidity, he fails to come to this realisation and 
persists that ‘Umar’s «dis statement is to be understood literally, at its face value, 
then we call on him to consider the following. 


The incident of Musa alae returning to find the people worshiping the calf is 
famous. His could not see the law of Allah 3842. being broken and the sentiment 
of his Iman erupted. He saw the people worshiping the calf and he thought that 
perhaps Hārūn xí was complicit or that he did not try to prevent them. As a 
result of this misgiving he grabbed Hariin sé by the hair of his head and beard. 
This act of Musa aa was not an emotional outburst, it was a result of a thought 
pattern which came to one of two suppositions; Hārūn xe being complicit or 


him not preventing the Bant Isra’1l from falling into calf worship. 


As we know, the conclusion Misa is% came to was incorrect—a misunderstanding. 
Hariin se was neither complicit nor didhe shirk in his responsibility of preventing 
the people from calf worship. Nevertheless, based on his misunderstanding he 
reacted in the manner he did. 


Now, reflect: If an infallible can have such misgivings regarding another infallible 
that it leads to a physical altercation, then what is the issue if ‘Alt «ails had a 
suspicion regarding Abū Bakr žais? 

The Ahl al-Sunnah have no issue with such a possibility as they do not believe Abū 


Bakr «ails to be infallible, nor do they believe ‘Alt dil; to be infallible. 


Further, this is only valid if what ‘Umar dis said was indeed the sentiment within 
the heart of ‘Alt x«i, which in reality was the conjecture of ‘Umar zás at best, 
and that too an expression of conjecture by way of hyperbole! 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1757 
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Lay this conjecture on one side of the weighing scale and in the other place the 
unequivocal acceptance of the narration: 


We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


By ‘Ali 2zéii together with his over-reaching praise of Abū Bakr zís and decide. A 


foregone conclusion no doubt; ‘Alt ##éi; was a devotee of Abū Bakr “<ils5, 


If‘Ammar ‘Alt still persists, then by way of his logic he should clearly say that Harin 
Slack was involved in polytheism and sin by being implicit in the worship of the 
calf or by not preventing anyone from doing so. And since the Shrah believe that 
an infallible is infallible from misunderstandings too, they should slam Musa sale 
as well, since his act was based on a misunderstanding. 


Intricate questions and answers—a dilemma 


There is always a dilemma when addressing intricate questions with perhaps even 
more intricate answers. I am apprehensive that one may misunderstand the actual 
meaning of the content and—even unwittingly—lead themselves astray. However, 
the Qur’an and Hadith can also be subject to erroneous interpretation by which 


“gee 


one may be led astray. Allah Ss: says: 
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He misleads many thereby and guides many thereby. And He misleads not except the 


defiantly disobedient. 


Therefore, I have decided it prudent and necessary to pen down some further 
thoughts to expound on two objections that could be brought forth. 


Our discussion will revolve around a portion the narration of Malik ibn Aws as 
recorded in Sahih Muslim. We have already dealt with some parts of this narration 
in answering the statements made by ‘Ammar ‘Alt. Our object of discussion is that 
part of the narration wherein ‘Umar dis said to ‘Alt and ‘Abbas @saiss: 


1 Sarah Baqarah: 26. 
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When the Messenger of Allah Asie passed away, Abū Bakr said, “I am the 
successor of the Messenger of Allah isasi” 


Both of you came, you (referring to ‘Abbas) seeking your inheritance from 
your nephew, and him (referring to ‘Ali) seeking inheritance on behalf of his 


wife from her father. 


Abū Bakr «s said, “The Messenger of Allah Ase had said, ‘We [the 
prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadagah’ So, both of you 


thought him to be a liar, sinful, treacherous and dishonest.”! 


This raises two objections against the stance of the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


Two Objections 


1. The first objection is that the Ahl al-Sunnah consider ‘Alī and ‘Abbas &<aiis5 to 
be narrators of the hadith: 


aao LS sae pV 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


However, from here it seems as though they had no prior knowledge of the 
narration. If they were aware of it, why would they seek inheritance? The Ahl 
al-Sunnah cannot fathom ‘Ali and ‘Abbas ®i%; would seek inheritance whilst 


having heard this narration from the Prophet sati. 


2. The second objection is the wording your inheritance and inheritance on behalf 
of his wife, and in reply to which Abū Bakr narrated the hadith, “We [the 
prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah.”. This clearly 
shows that they came seeking ‘inheritance’. And since they were not aware 
of the narration, ‘We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is 
sadagah’ Abi Bakr ails informed them of it. Upon which they [supposedly] 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1757. 
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thought him a liar, sinful, treacherous, and dishonest for withholding their 
inheritance. This is because withholding someone’s inheritance is cheating 
them of it. 


If the narration showed that they came seeking to administer the estates 
from Abū Bakr «és as they had sought from ‘Umar «is, there would be no 
issue since preventing one from administering is no oppression. There is no 


right to administer. The khalifah has a choice in the matter. 


The second objection is dealt with first, followed by an answer to the first objection. 


Answering the second objection 


Consider the answers to these objections carefully. 


The first answer 


The literal (Haqiqi) meaning of Mirath is ‘to stand in place of’. However, in the usage 
of the jurists it has come to mean ‘inheritance’. As such there is nothing wrong in 
taking the meaning of the word in these exchanges in its original literal usage. If 
we do so, then there remains no objection. It would mean that they came to Abi 
Bakr “sé seeking to administer the estate and not to inherit it. 


The second answer 


If we do not take the word in its Hagigi meaning, then it can also be in its 
metaphorical (Majaz Muta‘araf') meaning. The Qur’an has used this metaphorical 
meaning extensively. Consider the following verses: 


SBA By oats So t lB Y baw 


Indeed, the earth belongs to Allah. He causes to inherit it whom He wills of His servants. 


And the [best] outcome is for the righteous.’ 
a OPH (CeO? bet a eee aie og So oe tae Beis Pepe p 
Col eles 5 AI Gyles 0 pirating IIS GA! e sill LS) ol 3 


1 A metaphorical meaning which has become the commonly understood connotation of the word. 
2 Surah al-A‘raf: 128. 
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And We caused the people who had been oppressed to inherit the eastern regions of the 


land and the western ones, which We had blessed.’ 


The explanation of the metaphorical usage within these two verses has already 
passed under the chapter: Inheritance also refers to successor. 


Consider a third verse as well: 


See eae aie eee ove Ask A <9 67% 
Ogre y LNG le cog ey VI 5 Ge L 
Indeed, it is We who will inherit the earth and whoever is on it, and to Us they will be 


returned.” 


It is clear that this verse is not in the meaning of ‘inheritance’, it is in the meaning of 
‘to be in place of’ which is the basic understanding of administering or managing. 
The manager is in the place of the one making the endowment. 


According to this usage, in our case of your inheritance and inheritance on behalf of his 


wife ‘Umar <i is stating to ‘All and ‘Abbas ®<ais that they wanted to administer 
the Prophet’s isafi estate. 


The above two answers are considering the word Mirath to not be in its colloquial 
usage. 


The third answer 


If for the sake of the ShTah we take the meaning of mirath in its colloquial usage 
and deem all other meanings far-fetched, then too it would continue giving the 
same meaning that we have already established. It is possible that ‘Umar zás 
referred to ‘administering’ as ‘inheritance’ by way of comparison (tashbih) to the 


close family relations. The common feature of which is quite evident. 


Nonetheless, if one takes a meaning besides the original stipulated meaning and 
then finds any external factor that influences such usage, taking it back to its 
original stipulated meaning, then the word will accept such influence. In our study, 
the external influence is blindingly evident as just a few lines before ‘Ali and ‘Abbas 
eats affirmed that the Prophet scsti{> did in fact say: 


1 Surah al-A‘raf: 137. 
2 Surah Maryam: 40. 
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aao LS sae) s¥ 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


An objection to the three answers 


Question: We accept that all three answers have their merit; however, one question 
remains: Since ‘Ali and ‘Abbas ®a were in fact seeking to administer the estate 
and not inherit it, why did Abū Bakr «is reply to their request with the narration: 


ao LS sae) sV 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


Since there is no doubt that inherit in this narration is in its colloquial meaning, 
what relation does it have with administering? 


Answer: There are two types of answers, Mutabigi' and IItizami. In this instance 
the answer was given in the form of the latter to emphasise the importance of 
them not taking even the administration of the estate at that time as this could 
be misconstrued by others and by future generations as inheritance given. The 
consequence of this would be future generational claims of inheritance in an 


endowment. 


Answering the first objection 


If we assume, as the Shiah do, that ‘Ali and ‘Abbas &i had come to seek 
inheritance, then why did they do so after having heard the Prophet ázat say, 
“We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah”? 


The reason for this is simple. They had forgotten the narration and when Abū 
Bakr zai narrated it they remembered. Forgetting something doesn’t put a blight 
on ‘Alt’s «iss integrity. Even the great Prophets forgot. Consider the following 
examples. 


1 A corresponding answer in harmony with the question posed. 
2 Presenting an answer as the necessary consequence of a claim in order to refute or affirm the 
claim itself. 
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* Nabi Adam Sisk 


Allah 8&2 says regarding Adam sak: 


ses Te Cae aie alee oe re 
And We had already taken a promise from Adam before, but he forgot; and We found 


not in him determination.' 


If Adam xe, being the Prophet of Allah, can forget an emphasised command 
of Allah 45a, then ‘Alt 2eéiis5 in comparison is only an Imam. A child of Adam 
who had, as all children of Adam have, inherited his innate forgetfulness. The 
fact they forgot a general statement of the Prophet sań- is not to their 


detriment in the least. 


Nabi Misa isf 


When Misa xf% travelled under the tutelage of Khidr axe the latter 
impressed upon Musa Xix not to question his actions until he himself 
explains. This incident has been mentioned at length in Sirah Kahf. 
Nevertheless, when Misa lx saw things that did not make sense to him, 
he forgot that he had given his word to Khidr alk to not question him. 
When he saw Khidr damaging the vessel of those who had taken them aboard 
he said: 


a 


M EE e em eee 
Have you torn it open to drown its people? You have certainly done a grave thing.? 


He implored Khidr of the good they had done to them and the fact that he is 
repaying them by damaging their vessel! Khidr sae said to him: 


Bie Oa o x A 
OO Oy Ow ? rae “[ o 
Did I not say that with me you would never be able to have patience?’ 
1 Sirah Taha: 115. 


2 Sūrah Kahf: 71. 
3 Strah Kahf: 72. 
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Misa alike then presented his excuse stating: 


Do not blame me for what I i and do not cover me in my matter with difficulty.’ 


In essence, even though it was impressed upon him, he forgot so quickly. So 
then for ‘Alt <a to forget a general statement after a lengthy period of is 
quite understandable and not at all implausible. 


The Prophet Acsaceaiiye 


If the Shrah aren’t happy with the examples of Adam lk and Musa slik, 


then consider the example of the Prophet satse. Allah S652 says 
addressing the Prophet fsa: 


7 pod ow Bo 
A + [* PrE ot 7 
ae >l Jb $ > >| 39 
And remember your Lord when you forget.’ 


This clearly shows the possibility of forgetting on the part of the Prophet 
Asset. In fact, the reason for the revelation of this verse was that the 
Prophet fsa% had promised to say something to the disbelievers the 
following day and forgot to say In Sha Allah (if Allah wills). Upon this Allah 


aasa A 


S80 advised the Prophet {saká in this manner. 


Furthermore, the authentic Shtah books such as al-Kafi of al-Kulaynt and 
Tahdhib of Abu Ja ‘far al-Tiist mention, by way of chains of narrators considered 
authentic, that the Prophet Acsaiéik made a mistake in salah, reading two 
instead of four. Well, if the Prophet ssa‘ could make a mistake in a matter 
related to Din, then ‘Alt zás is but of his Ummah. 


Thus, it is plainly obvious that “Alt and ‘Abbas ®si; having heard the narration 
themselves, forgot; not remembering it at the time. The reason for this is also 
evident. Since in every single other case across the world inheritance is distributed 
to the heirs, it is quite plausible if the heirs of the Prophet sssscij\> forgot and 
sought their inheritance. 


1 Surah Kahf: 73. 
2 Sūrah Kahf: 24. 
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However, when Abū Bakr ži: reminded them, they remembered. This is why when 
‘Umar žá% made them both administrators of the estate, ‘Alt «dis took over the 
managerial duties of ‘Abbas zás. If they really thought it to be inheritance, then 
‘Alt zais would have foregone his right for the right of “Abbas «<aiis as the latter 
was an actual heir whilst ‘Ali 2a was not; he was a presu of Fatimah 
Gáis. Over and above this, if he truly considered it to be inheritance, he would 
have distributed it amongst the heirs during his khilafah. He would have given the 
noble consorts of the Prophet :s&ij> their shares, the children of ‘Abbas zás 
their share and so on. He did not distribute any of it though. He administered it 
as it always had been administered. This has already been established through 
sources of both the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah. There remains no other explanation 
besides this: When Abū Bakr zai; reminded them, they remembered and they 
further affirmed this in the presence of ‘Umar iis, 


Why then the friction between them and Abū Bakr? 


The final part of this puzzle is that why did ‘Umar di attribute resentment on 
their part for Abū Bakr <i since there was no reason for it? The reason for this 
assumption of ‘Umar «dil was that although they knew they weren’t heirs to 
the endowments, they still did believe that they had the right to administer the 
endowments. However, as we know Abū Bakr #<a\%; retained administration of the 
endowment which led to this friction. ‘Umar zš came to know of this or deduced 
that they felt this way regarding this issue and so made the statement that he did. 
They on the other hand, opted to not respond knowing well the impartiality and 


yaa 


reasoning of Abū Bakr zás. And Allah 484x knows best the truth of the matter. 


This concludes the section discussing the hadith of Sahih Muslim and exploring all 
its angles. Anyone of sound mind who studies it, even if gone astray through foul 
company, will find his way to the straight path. And if not then we say: 


oF Por o FB eee x A oY 
ON ee “phi 5 ats 6 D ps a 
Whoever Allah eats astray, there is no guide for him. And He leaves them in their 


transgression, wandering blindly. 


1 Surah al-A‘raf: 186. 
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There still remains the last bit of senselessness of ‘Ammar ‘Alī that needs to be 
addressed. We will respond in a manner that won’t only break the teeth of ‘Ammar 
‘Ali and his elders but will completely stitch their mouths shut. 


Fatimah zis refused to speak to Abu Bakr zás and made a bequest 
that Abū Bakr and ‘Umar &a% not attend her funeral 


Molvi ‘Ammar ‘Ali states: 


Sahth al-Bukhari adds that when Abū Bakr refused to hand over Fadak 
then Fatimah is became angry and refused to speak to him ever again. 
Similarly, Sahih al-Muslim records that when she was leaving this world, 
Fatimah íis made a bequest that Abū Bakr and ‘Umar should not attend 
her funeral ceremony 


This is the last portion of the letter and the last of the tricks in his bag. Those 
with some understanding will clearly realize that after all that has been written, 
especially the indication of the verse, Yasikum Allah (Allah instructs you all), and 
the Prophet isaks- being excluded from its purport—as well as the verse, Mā 
Af Allah (what Allah restored) which establishes Fadak and other estates to be 
endowments—there could be absolutely no reproach against Abū Bakr «sls for 
not handing over Fadak to Fatimah zás. 


Really though this should be ammunition for the Shrah, Khawarij, and Nawasib to 
vilify Fatimah zás who requested inheritance from an endowment and further 


cut of relations with Abū Bakr žá. More so the Shrah, who consider her infallible. 


The truth, however, can never be challenged. 


The Ahl al-Sunnah though, lay their cards bare. Just as they consider Abt Bakr 
zais beyond reproach in this matter, so too do they consider Fatimah Geass beyond 
reproach. Neither of their actions render them blame worthy, nor does it affect the 
integrity of their faith. 


The entire ummah is dependent on the Prophet 42 in understanding 
the Qur’an 


Pay attention now. Fatimah al-Zahra áis is not only the Queen of all women. 
She is in fact the leader of the pious. Her virtues are immense. True love for her 
is the way to eternal salvation and true faith in her raises one’s stages. However, 
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she is still an individual of the Ummah, she was not a Prophet. Like the rest of the 
Ummah, she was also in need of Prophetic explanation to understand the purport 
of the Qur’an. Merely understanding the language and having a deep intellect 
does not allow one to understand the intricacies of the Qur’an. The only way to 
understand the correct meaning of the Qur’anic verses is through the explanation 
of the receiver of revelation, the seal of the Prophets, the Prophet fat. Allah 


“goa 


IGS says: 
ren ee o otrs 7 4 - Bes oF o F 
29 NS ng L Gi axle Gy ast Y52 pea 
CEE 
Just as We have sent among you a Messenger from yourselves reciting to you Our 


verses and purifying you and teaching you the Book and wisdom.' 


Contemplate over this verse. The first portion of the verse, i.e. reciting to you Our 
verses, represents the Prophet isa% teaching the manner of recitation. The 
second portion of the verse, i.e. and purifying you, represents the Prophet scsskiie 
rectifying and purifying the believers—an indication to reforming the internal 
self from maladies of the heart. The next part of the verse is and teaching you the 
Book and wisdom. Even if we do not consider the colloquial usage of Ta‘lim being 
for the knowledge of meaning, the fact that it comes after reciting to you Our verses 
clearly demonstrate that this portion of the verse deals with the meaning of the 
Qur’an. 


Further analysis of the verse shows that the pronoun in and teaching you applies 
to the entire Ummah and to a greater degree those Muslims who had the blessed 
opportunity of his Companionship. The word Minkum (from yourselves) is reminiscent 
of this. These points illustrate that everyone is dependent on the Prophet scsskaiie 
in understanding the meaning of the Qur’an. Another notable point here is that 
true understanding of the meanings of the Qur’an can only be achieved by one who 
has purified his inner self. It is for this reason that and teaching you the Book came 
after and purifying you. There are many other verses of the Qur’an that support this 
as the people of knowledge will be aware. 


1 Surah al-Baqarah: 151. 
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The Prophet 4.2 is excluded from the verse, And mankind have not 
been given of knowledge except a little 


Allah 3%. addressing all of mankind besides the Prophet isat says: 


ib BY iii a is les 
And mankind have not been given of knowledge except a little.! 


The opening portion of this verse is clear in that the Prophet issii has been 
instructed to pass on this verse to the Ummah as a Messenger and is not included 


in its address: 


“j | lal F iss les 29 Al in Ea! i coal oF Seni Loos 
Sub 


” 
=” 


And they ask you, [0 Muhammad], about the soul. Say, “The soul is of the affair of my 


Lord. And mankind have not been given of knowledge except a little.” 


Of course, we do not say nor do we believe that the Prophet åsa% understands 
the intricacies and hidden meanings of the Qur’an as Allah S542 does; however, 
there is no doubt that he understands the Qur’4n much better than anyone else. 
Anyone who ponders over the Qur’an will find other verses too with the same 


subject matter. 


Fatimah ais; is dependent on the Prophet ici in understanding 
the Qur’an 


In any case, whether Fatimah ais being dependant on the Prophet fsa in 
understanding the Qur’an is directly established from the Qur’an or not, the Ahl 
al-Sunnah undoubtedly believe this to be the case. No textual or logical proof can 
or has been presented in opposition to this. And how can it? Fatimah ais being 
dependent on the Prophet ása% in the understanding of the Qur’an is clearer 


than daylight. It needs no proof. 


Based on this, is it possible for her to have made a mistake in understanding a 


particular verse either due to not having heard its explanation from the Prophet 


1 Surah al-Isra: 85. 


249 


sakie or due to not having understood its finer details? This is not impossible by 
any stretch of the imagination. 


Taking this into consideration, if Abū Bakr zás or even any present-day scholar 
understands some finer detail of the Qur’an—based on Prophetic instruction— 
which Fatimah is; did not understand then what harm is it? This would not 
lower the status of Fatimah Geéiis, and neither would it warrant others being 
superior to her. 


If understanding one particle of knowledge that another does not, results in the 
former being superior to the latter, then Khidr would have been superior to Misa 
Slack. Though Khidr damaged the vessel and killed the boy by the command of 
Allah Ste, Misa sale did not understand its wisdom whilst Khidr did. Now as 
the scholars know, the correct view is that Khidr was not a Prophet and even if he 
was, then by the consensus of the Ummah, Misa * is superior in rank to Khidr 
Saiak, 


The incident of Dawid ai making a mistake in the case of the farmer and 
Sulayman Xix understanding its correct judgment is well known and mentioned 
in the Qur’an. At the time of this incident Sulayman isk was not yet a Prophet 
whilst Dawid ke was, and at that one of the great Prophets. Further, Sulayman 
alae was of a tender age since at the passing of Dawid salu he was only twelve and 
this incident occurred sometime before that. Thus, if there is a possibility of Dāwūd 
lack, one of the great Prophets and the Prophet of the time, making a mistake and 
a young boy understanding it correctly, then in a similar manner, is it not plausible 
that Fatimah zás did not understand an indication in the meaning of the verse, 
Yusikum Allah (Allah instructs you all), which could only have been explained by 
the Prophet zat and yet Abū Bakr zis did after having understood it from 
the Prophet ázat? 


Gleaning from this, it is possible that Fatimah sais; was not even aware of the 
Fadak Estate being fay’, as information of this sort is generally known to the 
warriors and those receiving the booty. Over and above this, the lands of fay’ not 
being under ownership is understood after pondering deeply on the verse, Ma 
Afa’ Allah (what Allah restored). Because of not being aware of these finer details, 
she sought her inheritance from Abū Bakr xá after the passing of the Prophet 
isaks. According to her estimation, before being aware of the finer details, she 
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assumed the Prophet ssi, would fall under the general ruling of the verse of 


inheritance. 


Fatimah ais not speaking to Abū Bakr «ai explained 


There are two possible reasons for this. 


The first explanation 


When Abii Bakr sás narrated the hadith of the Prophet ása, Fatimah adits 
was filled with remorse and grief. This is because when the Prophets and the 
devoutly pious do anything slightly out of their norm and are alerted to it, they 
become remorseful. Adam’s ate regret after consuming the wheat, Nith’s Sask 
remorse after praying for the deliverance of his son, and Miisa’s se shame after 
accidentally killing the Qibti are all mentioned in the Qur’an. 


Due to this remorse her relationship with Abū Bakr ix changed and their 
previous order of interacting no longer remained. This change though was not 
defined by a deliberate avoidance of talking and greeting, as such behaviour for 
more than three days is impermissible—thus extending it for the rest of their life 
was unthinkable. In any case, the Ahl al-Sunnah do not criticize Fatimah gáis for 
the discontinuation of speaking as mentioned in some narrations. 


The second explanation 


Another possible explanation for the narration that mentions her not talking is 
that after having heard the hadith: 


ao LS sae pV 
We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah. 


Is that she never again raised this issue with him. And why would she? Then there 
would be no difference between Fatimah gzis and those who hanker after paltry 
material gains. Abū Bakr #zéii% on the other hand assumed she might have been 
upset with him and due to the deep seeded love he had for her, he sought ‘Ali zás 
to implore her on his behalf and she expressed her happiness. This assumption of 
Abū Bakr zás is the same assumption that the people carried with them, thinking 


Fatimah Geass was angry with Abū Bakr zis. 
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Was Fatimah çais angry with Abū Bakr «ais? 


If anyone finds themselves feeling uneasy that in some narrations, there is clear 
mention of Fatimah Gís being angry with Abū Bakr zás then they may heed 
the following answer. In the authentic narrations such as those of Sahih Muslim and 
Sahih al-Bukhari, the wording that appears is fa wajadat Fatimah. The word wajadat 
carries the meaning of ghadibat (anger) and also the meaning of Hazinat (sadness). 
One may refer to the lexicons and see for themselves. Since this is the case, what is 
the need to take it in the meaning of anger and stamp the seal of resentment upon 
Fatimah gáis? 


Discussing the preposition of Wajadat 


If someone says that sure, we agree that the word wajadat is used in both these 
meanings. But if followed by the preposition ‘ala (upon), then it will give the sole 
meaning of anger and if followed by the preposition ba then there will be leeway 
to consider it in the meaning of sadness; but in our case wajadat is followed by 
‘Ala. 


The answer to this is that every person understands the next person’s speech 
according to his own intellect. This is why Riwdyah bi al-Ma‘nd (Transmission of 
hadith by meaning) off all and sundry are not accepted and when accepted is not 
at the same level of Riwayah bi al-Lafz (Transmission of hadith by exact wording), 
as it is possible that the reality of the matter is something whilst the narrator 
understood something else. 


This is exactly what happened between Misa se and Khidr sk and pondering 
over one’s daily dealings, no doubt proves that instances of this nature occur more 
often than not. It is therefore possible that the narrator said fa wajadat Fatimah 
and the one listening thought Fatimah zás was not speaking due to her being 
angry instead of her being sad and remorseful. And when narrating, based on his 
understanding, the narrator added ‘ala Abi Bakr (upon Abi Bakr). In any case, as 
long as there remains the possibility of a credible interpretation, those of intellect 
should not think ill of the devoutly pious. 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1759. 
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Searching for credible interpretation of the pious and entertaining 
good thoughts regarding them 


Allah 45 mentions the incident of Misa Malus and Khidr Ssk in the Qur’an 
and the acts of Khidr, viz. damaging the vessel of those who had taken them aboard 
and killing the young boy. The objections of Misa s£ to the perpetration of 
these acts has also been reproduced in the Qur’an. One of the insights gleaned 
from mentioning this, is to understand the manner in which one should react to 
such acts of the devoutly pious that apparently seem to be contrary to logic or the 
SharTah. The lesson learned is for one to attribute ill understanding to one’s own 


myopia instead of painting them in a negative light. 


The premise of the following saying is the same: 


et ore pil yb 
Think good of the believers. 


The intended audience of this saying are those who see complete believers do 
something which is apparently against the dictates of the Sharrah. Yes, one should 
advise them in a suitable manner in case they have erred; however, the heart 
should remain free from any negative thoughts. There are verses of the Qur’an and 
authentic ahadith which discourage and prohibit suspicion [which in turn would 
mean entertaining good thoughts]. Such instructions only carry their meaning 
when directed against those who are involved in an act which apparently goes 
against the dictates of the Sharrah. Otherwise what would the point be? Ina similar 
fashion, the incident that occurred between Abū Bakr and Fatimah ¢zaisz; will be 
looked at in a positive light, searching for credible interpretation. An exercise 
worthy of their stature. 


If anyone does not agree, then they should first prove our premise wrong. Merely 
stating a disagreement is not enough of a counter argument. Let them destroy 


their hereafter in attempting such foolishness. 


Assuming Fatimah is was displeased with Abu Bakr zás 


Assuming Fatimah 4s was displeased with Abū Bakr «és over this matter 
does not make him responsible for it in a manner that seeks to put a blight on his 
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personality. If anything is established by this, it is that Fatimah gáis was mistaken 
in directing her anger at Abū Bakr “edits, 


Notwithstanding the fact that the Prophets are infallible, they too have had 
such misunderstandings between them. Why would the pious then be immune? 
Hariin’s Sisk innocence, in the matter of the calf worship that the Bant Isra’ll 
were embroiled in, is proven from the Qur’an. Nevertheless, the incident of Misa 
sla becoming angry with his brother, to the extent of the altercation becoming 
physical, is also mentioned in the Qur’an. Forget Misa sk being taken to task in 
this matter, he will in fact be rewarded for his anger; a display of his deep-seeded 


love for monotheism and worry for the commands of Allah 4554az., 


Well, in a similar manner understand the issue that occurred between Fatimah 
gediiss—the Queen of all women—and Abū Bakr al-Siddig %<éiis5. Both of them are 
beyond reproach in the matter; in fact, consider them to be rewarded for their 
actions. For a better understanding of this, turn some pages back and read our 


dissertation on the verse, Muhammad is the Messenger of Allah. 
If Abu Bakr «a made a mistake, the Shiah say he repented—discussing 
the narration of Misbah al-Salikin 


On the other hand, if we assume for a moment, as the Shrah do, that Abū Bakr «ails 
had made a mistake then he had repented and the one who repents has his mistake 
effaced. The following narration is famous: 


The one who repents from sin is like one who did not sin.’ 


If someone wants proof that he had repented, then let us provide such proof that 
even the Shrah will tire themselves nodding their head in agreement. Ibn Mutahhar 
al-Hillt states in Minhaj al-Kiramah: 


Lgale Las yy cle LES Id CaS 8105 3 SS LI dab ee y Li 


When Fatimah eat spoke to Abū Bakr 2a regarding Fadak, he wrote out a 


document giving it over to her. 


1 Sunan Ibn Majah, Hadith: 4250. 
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This narration has been recounted a few times now and as the couplet goes: 


The more you apply musk, the more the fragrance. 
I look for opportunities to recount this narration; a karamat of Fatimah vais. The 
Shr'ah themselves have adequately answered the accusation they have made with 
this narration. By this narration, the Shrah have expunged their own allegations 
be it against Fatimah sais or Abū Bakr dis, This narration has totalled their 
claims of Fadak being her ownership by way inheritance, a gift, a bequest, or any 
other avenue. This is a manifestation of the verse: 


JEI Sere SN AU! 855 
And sufficient was Allah for the believers in battle.’ 
If for arguments sake, we assume that this narration is not to be found in a book 
reliable to the Shrah, then there is another that proves Abū Bakr «dis to be 
innocent. The following narration, which I have been promising to reproduce for 
some time, appears in the book Misbah al-Salikin—a book reliable to the Shrah—and 
other books of the Shrah: 
L osaa 2 Ud JLB abb eels col ol jb coe GUS pS e Sua pl 8 
oS gb lee Sh Ol ta ell oily Shealg el dill dead e pont 
age all le Wl Spy ol OS LS Ld pòl : SLB Ug Lal g 
Ipi fats OS be Ud abl OF gle al Ay: JB e ed fae plus 
e Agel gh: Slab ¢ GUS gla aly : Jaf ylead ly: Sle 
pong gi gd Lge gan SG yl OISy ¢ Sql iay e HS oe 3 
het cls eS Laly el all pend SUI 


When Abi Bakr noticed Fatimah had withdrawn from him and did not speak 
to him regarding the Fadak Estate again, it pained him. Intending to appease 


1 Surah al-Ahzab: 25. 


her he came to her and said, “O daughter of the Prophet, you are true in what 
you claim; however, I saw the Prophet 4% distributing it; giving it to the 
poor, needy, and travelers after your provisions and the revenue workers’ 


earnings had been taken out.” 
She said, “Continue doing as my father the Prophet sss had done with it.” 


He said, “I take an oath for you from Allah, to do as your father had done, I 
will do so.” 


She asked, “By Allah, will you do so?” 
He said, “By Allah, I will do so. O Allah, be my witness.” 


She was pleased by this and took his oath. Abū Bakr «a would give them 
their provisions from it and distribute the rest amongst the poor, needy, and 
travelers. 


This narration holds a few key pieces of information. Firstly, Abū Bakr «ails did not 
belie Fatimah vais in that it was gifted to her. However, since a gift is incomplete 
until ownership is transferred—according to both the Ahl al-Sunnah and the 
Shr'ah—he excused himself from handing it over. Therefore, even if for arguments 
sake, the narration of it being gifted was authentic, the Shah complaint of Abū 
Bakr “ais belying Fatimah Yeas is moot. ‘Ammar ‘Ali has blackened his name by 
arguing this in his letter to Mir ‘Ali. Secondly, Abū Bakr «ais did not personally 
gain even a grain from the Fadak Estate, distributing to the poor anything left after 
providing the needs of Fatimah waaiss, 


Thus, it becomes quite clear. There was no material motive in not giving over the 
Fadak Estate. He had definitely heard something from the Prophet csi due to 
which he held it back. The result of these two issues coming to the fore is clarity 
on the narration of Umm Ayman and ‘Ali ®ais;. It is no doubt a fabrication of the 
Shrah. This is because the need for witnesses is only in the event of the possibility 
of the plaintiff lying. 


And if there still remains any doubt of an ulterior motive inspired by not wanting 
to be hanged by public opinion then, firstly, there is no medication for obsessive 
doubts built on thin air and, secondly, why are the Shrah making it an issue when 
Fatimah zás herself was pleased at how the situation worked out? 
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A third piece of key information we gain from this narration is that right till the 
passing of the Prophet ssi, the Fadak Estate remained within his supervision 
and administration. Fatimah edi had no oversight or managerial duties of the 
Estate. Otherwise she would not have responded to his assertion of what the Prophet 
Asse used to do by instructing him to carry on in the same manner. Rather she 
would have established her ownership and done as she pleased. Possession of the 
Estate would have been common knowledge and a multitude of people would have 
supported her claim. 


Fourthly, Abū Bakr «ais sincerely wanted Fatimah zai to have the Fadak Estate. 
Furthermore, he had no ill feelings towards her, otherwise her being upset would 
not have troubled him in the least and he wouldn’t have made the effort to please 
her. This premise has already been established under our discussion of the verse, 
Muhammad is the Messenger of Allah; one seeking another’s pleasure is a product 
of love. If someone were to say that his acts were motivated by public opinion, 
then this is refuted by the wording of the narration “... it pained him. Intending to 
appease her he came to her”. This portrays his anguish and his worry to please her. 


Moreover, if he was worried of being labeled dishonorable, this would have been 
from the camp that disagreed with him, not from those who concurred with his 
decision, since the latter knew that Fadak was not in the ownership of the Prophet 
{sates and that there is no inheritance in the Prophets effects. As he didn’t want 
any of it for himself, he would have given it over to Fatimah Gail, thus silencing 
any critics. Only the feeble-minded Shrah can mount such weak attacks that hold 
no weight. This narration is a display of his truthfulness and trustworthiness, 
provided the one reading is cognitively available. What was the need for him to feel 
troubled since he had complete autonomy to do as he pleased? This anguish of his 
was a result of his wish to please Fatimah Geass. Taking into consideration him not 
keeping Fadak for himself, nor giving it to Fatimah ails despite the deep love he 
had for her and the fact that it would have silenced his critics leaves only one logical 
explanation: His decision was based upon adhering to the law of Allah dae, 
following the command of the Prophet ssi, and taking into consideration the 
best interest of the faith and the state. 


Adhering to the law of Allah Sts; was by understanding and imbibing within his 
decision the indications ofboth the verses Yüsīkum Allah (Allah instructs you all) and 
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Ma Afa’ Allah (what Allah restored). Following the command of the Prophet scsxeiije 
was by following the command of Allah dts: and by following the instruction 
found in the narration, “We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is 
sadaqah.” The Shrah narrations from the books they deem reliable concur and give 
strength to these two observances. As for considering the best interests, firstly, 
the laws of Allah 4:2 and the commands of the Prophet izat- brim with 
expediency. Secondly, if Abū Bakr dil had given over the Fadak Estate to Fatimah 
ge&iiss—based on the assumption of the narration of gifting being authentic— 
without the divine prerequisites regarding witnesses being fulfilled, in as far as the 
claim being supported by Umm Ayman, ‘Ali, and even Hasan and Husayn Aas, it 
would have resulted in the establishment of discriminatory law practices based on 
societal status and a precedent of preferential treatment in Islamic canon till the 
end of time. 


Additionally, since the Fadak Estate remained with the Prophet acsaiei{ until his 
last, the gifting was not complete as ownership was not transferred—according to 
both the Ahl al-Sunnah and the Shrah. Therefore, based on the narration “We [the 
prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah”, it had become sadaqah. 
If Abū Bakr ás had given it to her then [Allah forbid] the Prophet izat would 
have come under the ambit of the hadith: 


43 3 d9u ASS ative 3 Ll 
One who gets back the charity is like a dog who swallows its vomit. 


If the Shrah then claim it was not gifted but it was inherited, then just as Abū Bakr 
zeis could not give it to her in the assumption of it being gifted, similarly it was not 
possible for him to give it to her assuming it was inheritance. Since the narration 
“We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave behind is sadaqah”, is authentic, we 
learn that on the passing of the Prophet #ss«i{ all his effects had become sadagah. 
And if an item is not within the ownership of the deceased, it cannot be inherited. 
How could Abū Bakr ais then embroil himself in such naivety? This would result 
in the Prophet isafi- being subjected to the hadith mentioned above and that 
inheritance has been affected in an item that was not under ownership—resulting in 
Ijtima’ al-Nagidayn [the coming together of two contradictories]. 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1620. 
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Furthermore, from the narration, “We [the prophets] do not inherit, what we leave 
behind is sadagah”, we learn that the pleasure of the Prophet «ssi lied in none 
of his effects being inherited and the pleasure of Fatimah gáis was in opposition 
to this. Stuck between the two Abt Bakr 2zéiis gave precedence to the wish of the 
Prophet ása% and acted accordingly. He then made efforts to reconcile with 
Fatimah els and please her as explicitly mentioned in the narration above. This 
shows his complete adherence to the wish of the Prophet ása% and his ability 
to mend the relationship with Fatimah dis. He went beyond the call of duty as 
he was not under obligation to please Fatimah ais in fulfilling the wish of the 
Prophet ss«ie, Besides, if he had given anything over to Fatimah áis, ‘Abbas 
xeai5, and the Noble Consorts of the Prophet isak- would have also asked for 
their share rendering the hadith pointless and the khilafah feeble. 


The fifth key point of note from the narration of Misbah al-Sdlikin is that even 
though Fatimah ais was displeased at some point, Abū Bakr zd; presented 
a valid excuse to her and she became pleased with him. It is quite evident that 
when the displeasure no longer existed and her being happy with him is explicitly 
mentioned, dredging up the issue of her displeasure makes no sense. All praise 
belongs to Allah, the issue of Fatimah Gai being pleased with Abū Bakr zás has 
been proven from the narrations of the Shrah themselves, that too from a book 
they consider reliable. Over and above that, the narration appears in other books 
of theirs as well besides it being recorded in Misbah al-Salikin. 


Fatimah ais; is pleased according to the narrations of the Ahl al- 
Sunnah 


The displeasure of Fatimah zás, the agony of Abū Bakr «ails, and his seeking the 
intercession of ‘Alt zás in this regard which resulted in her becoming happy with 
him has been mentioned in the narrations of the Ahl al-Sunnah as well. Madarij 
al-Nubuwwah, Kitab al-Wafa’, al-Bayhagi, and Shurth al-Mishkat have recorded such 
narrations. Shaykh ‘Abd al-Haqq has recorded in Shurih al-Mishkat Abū Bakr zás 
going to her home after the incident and standing in the sun at her door presenting 
his explanation, upon which Fatimah sás became happy with him. This incident 
has been mentioned at length in al-Riyad al-Nadirah as well as in Fasl al-Khitab by 
way of al-Bayhaqi on the authority of Shabi. 
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Ibn al-Samman has recorded in his book al-Muwafaqah Bayn Ahl al-Bayt wa al-Sahabah 
on the authority of al-Awza7 that Abi Bakr “ai went to the door of Fatimah wails; 
on a hot day and said, “I will not move from here till the daughter of the Prophet 
inaki is pleased with me.” ‘Ali zás then went inside and took an oath from 
Fatimah zás to be pleased with him which she acquiesced to. From this we can 
gleam that the Zaydi Shrah narrations are also in conformity to the narrations of 
the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


An impartial consideration of these narrations will lead one to conclude that 
Abū Bakr «áis had absolutely no ill-feelings towards the family of the Prophet 
Ace, Rather, he was fond of them and revered them to the extent of deeming 
himself their servant even whilst in the seat of khilafah. The character of Abū Bakr 
zaks shows his elevated status, complete truthfulness, and clean heart. If he was 
hankering after material gain, he would have not gone to such lengths to appease 
Fatimah edi nor would she have felt confident in displaying her feelings to him 
if he was a tyrant ruler. 


Barring Abū Bakr «i from attending her burial 


Taking the above discussions into account, there remains no doubt that if for 
arguments sake we assume for a moment that she made a bequest for Abū Bakr 
zaks to stay away from her burial, it was due to her extreme modesty. Because 
she knew Abi Bakr ails held her in high esteem, he would definitely be present 
for her burial and so she singled him out. She was aware that he would not let 
the opportunity of showing solidarity with the Ahl al-Bayt go by under any 
circumstance and so, as a testament to her modesty, had no other option but to 
make such a bequest. This was further necessitated as he was the khalifah, the one 


responsible for the congregational and funeral prayers. 


Her bequest was general 


Her bequest was general, barring all non-mahram men, which is why she made 
a bequest to be buried at night due to her modesty. Her high level of modesty in 
this matter is proven from authentic narrations in which Fatimah ais; expressed 
her discomfort of her shrouded body being transported in front of strange men. 
The practice in that era was to transport the body of the deceased without a 
closed casket. Hearing this, Asma’ bint ‘Umays gáis [the wife of Abū Bakr zais] 
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mentioned to her the practice of the Abyssinians of using a covered canopied 
structure made of date palm branches in which they would transport the deceased. 
Fatimah edi requested one be made and showed to her, which Asma’ @eaiiss did. 
Upon inspecting it, Fatimah áis was elated and smiled; something she hadn’t 
done since the passing of the Prophet s<s«ikaifis, 


Fatimah áis then made a bequest to Asma’ edie that she be the one to wash 
her body with ‘Alt zis being present not allowing any other person to be there. 
Consider now, how could Abū Bakr zás have been present at her ghusl? In fact, 
there was no way for anyone else to have been present, neither men, nor women. If 
she had so much modesty that she would not allow any other women to be present, 
then it is entirely plausible for to request no men be at her funeral. Owing to this, 
‘Alt zzi buried her at night without informing anyone. 


To recap, she requested no man be present at her funeral without singling out Abū 
Bakr i. There is no single narration of the Ahl al-Sunnah that alludes to her 
having barred Abū Bakr él exclusively. Such false additions to the narrations 
are a result of the evil ploys of the Shrah. Over and above that they have the gall 
to reference such fabrications to the books of the Ahl al-Sunnah! ‘Ammar ‘Alt has 
traversed all boundaries of shame and academic honesty by referencing such a 
fabrication to Sahih Muslim. He states that narration of her making a bequest to bar 
Abū Bakr and ‘Umar &:ai% from her funeral is in Sahih Muslim. Only Allah knows 
where such immodesty stems from! Does he not have any shame in making claims 
that are clear cut lies? Sahih Muslim isn’t a rare book. There are thousands of copies 
available. Nowhere is this fabrication found. Hereunder is the narration under 


discussion: 


Bg des 


When she died, her husband. ‘Ali ibn Abi Talib, buried her at night. He did 
not inform Abu Bakr about her death and offered the funeral prayer over her 
himself.? 


There is no mention of such a bequest for or after this in the narration. I am lost 
as to how ‘Ammar ‘All came to the conclusion of her bequest barring Abū Bakr and 


1 Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 1759. 
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‘Umar ii from her funeral based on this. Subhan Allah! This is the honesty and 
trust of the Shrah scholars. 


In any case, the extent of what has been mentioned in the narration of Sahih Muslim 
is that ‘Alt «ais buried Fatimah áis at night, did not inform Abū Bakr «ais of her 
passing, and performed her funeral prayer himself. There is another view which 
states that ‘Abbas ais; and a few of the Ahl al-Bayt performed her funeral prayer 
and buried her at night. However, the narration of Sahih Muslim is only to the extent 


mentioned, there is no indication to the ‘supposed’ bequest. 


If for arguments sake we assume there was any bequest of this sort, it would have 
been to bar all men from attending her funeral. In some narrations there is mention 
of Abū Bakr, ‘Umar, and the other Sahabah #ailss going to ‘Alt zás the next day to 
console him. In this narration there is also mention of them complaining to him for 
not alerting them to her funeral because of which they missed the opportunity of 
being present for her funeral procession and prayer. “Alt zás responded to them 
citing the wishes of Fatimah zás to be buried at night so that no strange men will 
see my funeral procession. He stated his actions was in conformity to her wishes. 
These narrations clearly relay her wish that no strange men be present at her 
funeral. There was no exclusivity of Abū Bakr and ‘Umar Baits, 


The obsessive suspicious predisposition of the Shrah is such that no matter the 
logical or textual proof in front of them, they will always attribute any action or 
lack thereof of the Ahl al-Bayt to their hate of Abū Bakr «ails. Their character has 


been summed up in the following poem: 
When a dog is hit with a stone on its head, 
he wags its tail, maybe it’s a bone; his daily bread. 
And when it sees a dead body being carried by two, 
he misconstrues it his lunch, to chew. 


To conclude, there is no mention of Abū Bakr or ‘Umar ails exclusively being barred. 


Her funeral prayer was performed by Abū Bakr ais; 


According to the narration of Fasl al-Khitab the complete opposite is established. 
The narration states, Fatimah zás passed away between Maghrib and ‘Isha on the 
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Tuesday the 3rd of Ramadan six months after the Prophet scssdcaiile, at the age of 28. 
Abi Bakr, ‘Uthman, and ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf #éi were present at the time of 
‘Isha and at the wish of ‘Alt zis, Abū Bakr «ail performed the prayer with four 
extra takbir. This narration and the attitude of ‘Alt zz clearly rejects any notion of 
Fatimah Gai making a bequest to bar Abū Bakr “si from her funeral. ‘All's «ails 
bravery was famed and Abi Bakr’s žá sublime conduct was well documented. If 
she had made such a bequest, he would not have shied away from implementing 
her wish to its fullest extent due to his bravery and there was no need for Taqiyyah 
in the face of Abū Bakr’s xs sublime conduct. Thus, there is no narration that 
speaks of her wish to bar Abū Bakr zás. 


Yes, there are narrations that speaks of the general prevention of people from 
attending her funeral, and if for arguments sake there was any exclusivity for 
Abū Bakr zás then the reasons for such have already been detailed. Based on 
the assumption that such a narration exists that prevents Umar «is as well, 
then the reasons for her wish to bar him can be explained by the following. ‘Umar 
zaks enjoyed the status of being privy to the decisions of Abū Bakr «él and his 
opinion was highly regarded; he was as a vizier is to a king. Thus, if we assume 
such a narration exists that specifically bars Abū Bakr and ‘Umar &<ai5, it was due 
to the close relationship they had in the decision-making process [including that 
of Fadak] and in being with each other most of the time; it would not have been 
possible to prevent one without the other. Such a bequest would not have been 
based on any ill feelings or hatred towards Abū Bakr and ‘Umar xis. 


The logical proof of the premise that Fatimah eis wished to prevent Abū Bakr 
zaks from attending her funeral was due to her extreme modesty and not due to 
ill-feelings is as follows. If it was based on hatred and ill-feelings, it would have been 
to prevent Abū Bakr él to perform her funeral prayer; who was the khalifah and 
the one responsible for performing the five daily salah and the funeral salah. This 
does not make sense in any way because according to the consensus of historians, 
both of the Ahl al-Sunnah and Shrah, at the funeral of Hasan *<di5, his brother 
Husayn tás indicated to Said ibn al-‘As 2«éiis5 [Mu‘a@wiyah’s zis representative] 
to perform the prayer citing the Amir leading the funeral prayer is the sunnah 
of the Prophet ssi and had it not been so he would have not allowed him to 
lead the prayer. If Fatimah vais had made the bequest to prevent Abū Bakr zás 
from performing her funeral prayer, Husayn “di would have definitely prevented 
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Said ibn al-‘As <i from performing Hasan’s <i funeral prayer. This is besides 
the fact that Abū Bakr «ails; held a much higher status in comparison to Sad ibn 
al-‘As «ails and in particular in the aspect of leading the prayer. His superiority in 
leading the prayer is evident from his appointment by the Prophet ázat- to lead 
the Muhajirtn and the Ansar some six months prior to Fatimah’s zai passing. 


To conclude, all evidences, textual and logical, prove that the supposition of the 
Shirah that Fatimah edi could not tolerate Abū Bakr žá% at her funeral is as 
a result of their nescience. And if we put aside all logical and textual evidences, 
the narration of Misbah al-Salikin is sufficient to demonstrate our point. The said 
narration clearly shows that even if Fatimah gzs had any ill-feelings towards Abū 


Bre sif- 


Bakr «dil, these feelings were resolved and they were both happy with each other. 


If any Shr'ah goes a step further and presumes Fatimah #4% to be a hypocrite and 
her display of pleasure a mere front, then this is them projecting their own views. 
A presumption only they can make heads or tails of. 


Nobody’s displeasure matters when Allah %%«. and the Prophet 
zaf are pleased. 


If for arguments sake, we consider the Shrah stance that Fatimah vais left this 
world unhappy with Abū Bakr zás, it doesn’t matter since Allah St;4\:2 and the 
Prophet <ssic%ij\ were pleased with him. Whatever ill-feelings remained is taken 
care off by Allah dts, Allah dts’ says describing the manner in which the 


pious will enter paradise: 


"g a4 s3 yiee AE oF 8 0817108 ier 
alles yp Ube US] JE oe paste Gil Le 35 
And We will remove whatever is in their breasts of resentment, [so they will be] 


brothers, on thrones facing each other. 


From this verse we learn that ill-feelings do develop between the pious; however, 
such ill-feelings do not harm them in the least. As they enter Paradise, Allah daa 
will remove any such feelings and any negativity between them will dissipate 
due to them being residents of Paradise. Thus, if we assume as the Shrah, do that 
Fatimah Gadi left this world displeased with Abū Bakr zás, then this verse serves 


1 Sarah al-Hijr: 47. 
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as a glad tiding to Abū Bakr “dls and his well-wishers and leaves the eyes of the 
Shrah grating with grit. 


Perhaps some hopeless Shrah objects to this, stating anyone Fatimah šis is 
unhappy with does not fall under the ambit of this verse due to the following 
narration which both the Ahl al-Sunnah and the Shrah accept: 


nhl gat oad Luly Le Coe p AIST Cd oe day ibli ol YI 
Know well, Fatimah is a part of me, whatever harms her, harms me, and 


whatever bothers her, bothers me. Whoever angers her angers me.' 


The answer to this is that the Prophet si had already given consideration to 
Abi Bakr zš in this hadith. See, the Prophet saskci{e said: 


Whoever angers her, angers me. 
He did not say: 
4 * * si 2? 
Whoever she gets angry with, I will be angry with. 


There is no doubt that anyone who angers her would have done so intentionally by 


their actions or speech and it is foolish for anyone to think Abū Bakr zás angered 


her intentionally. In any case, those who were aware of this entire discussion know 
and those who were not are now in the know. 


Bre Bee, 


Looking at the narrations, one finds Abū Bakr dil addressing Fatimah zás on 


many occasions saying: 


1 The wording of Sahih Muslim, Hadith: 2449, is: 
UIST Le (03 529 Gall b ien tee ens ol (SB 
For my daughter is part of me. He who disturbs her in fact disturbs me and he who offends 
her offends me. 
The wording of Sahih al-Bukhari, Hadith: 3714, is: 
eal wath syed tgs ee Lab 


Fatima is a part of me, and whoever angers her, angers me. 


OF SI col ply ae aU he Ul Spey Ew code anti Gil 
Sle or bel 
By the One in Whose hand is my soul, serving the relatives of the Prophet 


is are dearer to me than serving my own relatives." 


Since he did not intentionally anger her, in fact always trying to please her, how 
could he then fall under the warning featured in the above hadith. If there really was 
any sort of anger, it emanated from Fatimah ais based on natural predisposition. 
And if we overlook the details and explanations of such a supposition, it would mean 
the promise of the verse under discussion will apply to her and any resentment 
will be removed from the heart of Fatimah Gais. 


‘Ali zás angering Fatimah cáis on numerous occasions 


If we assume that her mere anger is sufficient for one to fall under the warning of 
the hadith then the Shrah have their work cut out for them. We do not claim Abū 
Bakr zás to be infallible. It is possible for him to have done an act due to which 
he falls under some warning. However, the Shr'ah believe ‘Alt zís to be infallible. 
What do they say then about Fatimah ¢2éi becoming angry with ‘Alt zás on 
numerous occasions regarding their household matters? In fact, if we look at the 
background to the narration, “Fatimah is a part of me...”, we find a disagreement 
between ‘Ali and Fatimah ®ats; led to the Prophet s<saiei> making this statement. 
The gist of the incident as mentioned in the narrations is that ‘Alt zais sent a 
proposal to the daughter of Abū Jahal upon which Fatimah ails went to the 
Prophet sss crying. Having heard what had transpired the Prophet stale 
said, “... Fatimah is a part of me...” Thus, if by merely angering Fatimah gáis, Abū 
Bakr zás came under the warning mentioned in the hadith, then ‘Alt zás would 
also be under the same warning. This is because, firstly, the statement made by 
the Prophet icscaiik> was in reference to him and, secondly, Abū Bakr zás was 
excused from giving Fadak due to divine law, [though he wished it remained by her 
if it wasn’t against the command of Allah Sts; as understood from the narration 
of Misbah al-Salikin] whilst ‘Ali £<is wasn’t forced to marry the daughter of Abi 
Jahal. 


1 Sahih al-Bukhari: 3712. 
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Similarly, on one occasion ‘Alt «diss left the house upset, and fell asleep in the 
masjid on the bare ground with no pillow or covering. When the Prophet isat- 
came to know of this he went to Fatimah sails and asked her of the whereabouts 
of ‘Alt zais. Fatimah Yeas; responded saying he had an argument with her and left 
the house, not coming home for the afternoon siesta either. 


Both these incidents have been narrated in books of the Ahl al-Sunnah and the 
books of the Shrah. 


Sending a proposal was no sin and anger was a human reaction 


Besides the point already extrapolated from the first incident, another issue comes 
to fore as well. Fatimah ais; was human after all and she would become angry 
which is a natural human emotion. ‘Alt «i was not committing a sin by intending 
to marry the daughter of Abū Jahal, it was in conformity to the commands of Allah 
Sse: and the Prophet ssi, Her becoming angry at his intent was as a result 
of human emotion. In fact, the common factor in both incidents is that even an 
‘infallible’ can become angry as a result of them being human. Because both ‘Alt 
and Fatimah ®t were ‘infallible’, neither of them can be taken to task for their 
arguments and anger. All that can be said is due to human predisposition one had 
a misgiving about the other which resulted in them inadvertently becoming angry 
and losing consideration of the others ‘infallibility’. 


In a similar manner, it is not far-fetched to accept Fatimah veils; became angry 
with Abū Bakr ix; as a result of her humanness. Nevertheless, what becomes 
abundantly clear is that if one did not intend to anger Fatimah gáis, they will not 
fall under the warning mentioned in the hadith. Besides, it is well noted that Misa 
pial became angry with his elder brother Hartin Sak; a Prophet in his own right, 
to the extent that he physically assaulted him by grabbing him by his hair and 
beard. It is also common knowledge that Hārūn Sis% did not intend to anger Misa 
Salk since intentionally angering a Prophet is disbelief. Then too Musa Wisk 
evidently became angry. 


From this we learn that if due to human nature one becomes angry with another, it 
is not considered making another angry. This is exactly the essence of the incident 
between Abi Bakr and Fatimah ®<ais5. He did not anger her; if anything, she became 
angry. Conversely, one may tentatively undertake the assumption that if anyone 
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made her angry, it might have been ‘Alli «<i as he was her husband and would not 
have had the same amount of reverence for her that Abū Bakr 4s had. ‘AIT 2editss; 
angering her is also supported by the context of the narration, “... Whoever angers 
her...”. 


Hence, since Abū Bakr «él; did not make her angry, to deem him under the 
warning of the hadith will land the one with this assumption under the warning of 


the hadith himself. 


One adopting problematic and illegitimate beliefs will no doubt displease Fatimah 
Gais and the Prophet dcsetij>, Further, it will displease the Prophet dcsceiije 
double-fold. Due to his own displeasure and due to displeasing Fatimah vais, This, 
without a shadow of doubt, is making her angry and not her becoming angry due to 
human nature. It can therefore be unquestionably established that one who vilifies 
Abū Bakr ais falls under the warning of “...Whoever angers her...”. Those who 
adopted these illegitimate beliefs and died while having vilified Abū Bakr zás are 
gone. However, Molvi ‘Ammar ‘Ali and the rest of the Shah should worry about 
themselves and remove themselves from these erroneous beliefs. They should turn 
to Allah 45e seeking His forgiveness in a bid to make up for their transgressions. 
If they don’t listen, that’s their problem. 


It is time to conclude now, as there is nothing left of ‘Ammar ‘All's foolishness that 
hasn’t been sufficiently answered in this book, through the grace of Allah das, 
Hence, I conclude with the following words: 


AST ghey cyber pS dee gle py è ghall Gerold Oy AU tool 
ml L Eke ge polls = Greed aay ay aly arlails alol 
Apu E E T EE E E Gaels 
JUI è aalo da ay jal nee mhs ae aul bo EU aw) 
AU! gle alol oye lp Gey we all oo) Gebel SS | ban 
SIY eie ae Sy I iss Oly ener! gle Ul Ol pb) glory abe 
ADI obl Bly Gly le hed dings be ES Wy Ll à 
L Ebay obal Wi lig pal CS yl Ge be pat gbala elly 

eels eo 
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All praise is for Allah, the Lord of the worlds. Peace and salutations be upon 
the Master of the Messengers and upon his family, his noble consorts, and 
children. My hope from You, O Most Merciful of those who have mercy, is to 
accept from me this book and make it a means to attain Your pleasure, the 
pleasure of Your Messenger ssi, the pleasure of his family, the pleasure 
of his Companion in the cave Abū Bakr #45, and the rest of his Companions 
sás. My hope from you, by the means of these pages, is to enshroud me, 
my forefathers, my children, my dear ones, and especially those who have 
instructed me to take on this great task with your forgiveness and mercy, O 
Most Merciful of those who have mercy. 


A summary of the answers to the objections of Fadak 


Whichever Shrah vilifies the first khalifah due to the Fadak issue will do so by 
either claiming it to be gifted or inherited. In each case there are three preliminary 
issues that is necessary for them to establish. 


In the case of claiming it to be gifted, the following three preliminary issues have 
to be established: 

1. That the Fadak Estate was in the ownership of the Prophet isai. 

2. That the gifting took place. 

3. That possession of the gift was taken. 

Similarly, in the case of claiming it to be inherited, the following three preliminary 
issues have to be established: 

1. That the Fadak Estate was in the ownership of the Prophet isai. 


2. That the link of the Prophet sei to this world has come to an end, that 
the connection between his body and soul was broken. 


3. That the verse: 
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Allah instructs you all concerning your children: for the male, what is equal to the 


share of two females.’ 


Includes in its purport the Prophet isat- in the same manner as it does 
the rest of the Ummah. 


Those cognizant of the sciences of argumentation and deliberation (Munazarah) 
will be aware that the Ahl al-Sunnah are defendants in this case and as such aren’t 
obliged to consider any evidence. Merely rejecting the argument is sufficient. 
Furthermore, rejecting any one of the preliminary issues in either cases is sufficient 
to render them and Abū Bakr žá% safe from any reproach forget rejecting all three. 
And if they refute all three preliminary issues through clear proofs or establish its 
opposite by way of robust evidences then their view cannot be challenged. 


1 Sirah al-Nisa’: 11. 
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Those that have studied this book, Hadiyyat al-Shrah, will be aware that in the case 
of gifting the last two preliminary issues were not established by the Shrah, rather 
its opposite was established according to the principles of the Ahl al-Sunnah. 


In the case of inheritance, even though refuting the second preliminary issue 
was difficult, I have addressed it adequately in the book Ab-e-Hayat which will 
be published soon, Allah dts: willing. Any impartial Shrah who studies it will 
begin speaking the truth. As for the people of the truth, the Ahl al-Sunnah, their 
occupation is to recognise the truth as true and falsehood as false. 


The first preliminary issue in the case of both gifting and inheriting and the third 
in the case of inheriting, have been refuted and its opposites established in detail 
in this book. 


The falsehood of the first preliminary issue in both cases is so clear that only a 
disbeliever with a rotten heart will have any misgivings regarding it. It is for this 
very reason that when I was working for the Mujtaba’ publishing house in Meerut 
[1860-1868] I went to meet the son of Muhammad Quli Kuntiri, Molvi Hamid 
Husayn—Nasir al-Din Tus! II and successor of Nir Allah Shistari—when he stayed 
at the house of Mir Mahdr ‘Ali in Meerut while on his way to Ludhiana. I raised a 
few of these issues with him and the renowned Molvi Sahib was unable to furnish 


me with any answer. 
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And Allah does not guide the wrongdoing people. 
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